Library of 
Central Holiness University 


| Ace, No._& G95. Call No. é 


Presented by: 1... IU, 


\ JESs 


Vent 
Univ 


~ 


J 
7 B 
be £3} 


ro 
ers 


runer Library 
d College 


sity Pa ark, 4A 


| 


| 


ig he DT ae tn 
p as Ye “que 


; x 
ai Pk 
-\p’ 
‘4 =6 De 
mt fot 
re ps, : ty ¥ 7 
i ' * : f 
ay a 
*- i 
> - ’ q Mf ¥ 
‘ 
> 
9 
re 
ma 
a 
i , 
~ ‘ 
t - 
7 
1 ; 
. t 
bY y : 
- 4 
¥ 
, ty 
—j 
>? 1 
: S 
3 7 
2 
4 
i 
’ 
a 
: 


LECTURES — 


| >, 
CHRISTIAN THROLOGY. 
| > Op 


z 
2 
Om 


BY 


GEORGE CHRISTIAN KNAPP, D.D. 


PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY IN THE UNIVERSITY OF HALMLE, 


TRANSLATED BY 


LEONARD WOODS, JUN. D.D. 


PRESIDENT OF BOWDOIN COLLEGE, BRUNSWICK, MAINE. 


oe 
er 7 


AS. 


20TH AMERICAN epITiox®” 4 
& 


RN) 
we 
NEW-YORK: 
N TIBBALS 145 NASSAU STREET, 
1872. “4 


Jessop Bruner Librar 
Vennard College 


rE) oe aT oe eer iy | 


Entored according.to act of Congress, in the year 1845, by Tuomas WARDLE, in the clerk’s office of the 
District Court of the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. 


CONTENTS. 


Tranpiator’s Pretace.< se. ac de ses fe 


INTRODUCTION, 
SECT. 


1. Of Religion and Theology, and the difference be- 
tweenthem.. .. 


2. Of religion as the means of the moral improve- 
ment and perfectionofmen.. . .. .. . 


3. Of natural and revealed religion .. .. .. 
4, Is the knowledge of God innate? .. .. .. 
5. Of the articles of faith, and the analogy of faith 
6. Of the mysteries of religion.. .. .. 


7. General observations on the use of the holy scrip- 
tures, reason, and ores as sources of 
Christian doctrines .. .. . eet a> yee 

8. Of the object, different degrees, ey ee 
and biblical appellations of divine revelation 


9. Of the scientific treatment of Christian theology 


oe 6D - a0 88 Se, Ce 0,0 


- 


ARTICLE I. 


PAGE 


23 


THE HOLY SCRIPTURES AS THE SOURCE OF OUR 


KNOWLEDGE IN CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 
1 Names and divisions of the books belonging to 
the holy scriptures .. «.. .. «- 
2. Of the authenticity or genuineness of the books 
of the New Testament .. 


oe ee oe 


ee oe ee oe 


47 


47 


- p. 9 | sEcT. 
3. 


4, 


ll. 


12. 


Of the authenticity of the books of the Old Tes- 


BOOK I—DOCTRINE OF GOD. 


PART I. 
THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


ARTICLE Il. 
THE EXISTENCE AND THE NOTION OF GOD. 
SECT. 
14, Of the notion of God .. .-- 
15. Of the proofs of the divine existence .. .. +- 
16. Of the unity of God.. .. 
17 Ofthe scriptural names of God.. .. «+ «+ = 


ARTICLE III. 
THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


18. Introduction to the doctrine respecting the na- 
ture and attributes of God .. .. 


19. Of the spirituality of God one cee winee G9 


PAGE 
85 
86 
90 
93 


94 


SECT. 


20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24, 
25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 
29, 
30. 
31. 


32. 


Of the decrees of God (Appendix) .. .. 3 60 


Page 


PATOONE cic) tase scare las AP Se ono. k) 

Of the canon of the Old pee or the collec- 

tion of the books of the Old Testament into a 
WVINDIG Datd wla® ce cutess! clem «alert eit er stetatere) MEOU 

. Of the canon of the New Testament, or the col- 

lection of the books of the New Testament 
into.a wholes... “as. 36. a. Use 3 53 

. Of the unadulterated correctness a ieee of 
the Old and New Testament scriptures... .. 56 

. Of the truth and divinity of the doctrines taught 
by Christ and his'aposties .. .. .. .. .. §7 

. Of the inspiration of the Scriptures of the Old 

and New Testament, or the higher divine in- 
fluence enjoyed by the sacred writers .. ” 

, Historical observations comparing the concep- 

tions and expressions of the ancient world 
respecting immediate divine influence .. .. 66 

. Of the various theories respecting the manner 
. and the degrees ofinspiration .. .. . ae 

Of some of the principal attributes of the boy 
Scriptures 4. «6 2 PhS on co cc Hs 

Of the use of the Bible as the source of the haee 
trines oftrevelation .. 0 5 20. os 00 as «a 44 
. Of the reading of the holy scriptures no ue aa ts) 
PAGS 
Of the eternity and immutability of God .. .. 99 
The omnipotence of God .. .. «. «+ os oe 101 
Of the omniscience of God .. .. .. «- +. ++ 102 
Of the omnipresence of God .. .. «. «+ «+ 105 
The wisdom of.God), a. 2s <3 6 «+ «. «- 106 

Introductory remarks respecting the nature and 
perfections of the divine will .. .. .. .. 109 

Of the freedom, ge rte kt and ed of the 
divine Will .. .. .. . oo se 1b0L 

General remarks on the moral eaiitek ef the 
divine will .. .. «. he tiem tls 
Of the veracity and the Lon teen ofGod .. .. ll4 
Ofthe holiness of God .. .. + «2 oo 0 oe 116 
Of the justice of God... 46 oe ee ee ee oe 117 
Of the justice of God (continued) .. «. «+ + 120 
124 


r CONTENTS. 
IC Vi. 
ARTICLE Iv et 
IGINAL CONDITION OF MAN. 
DOCTRINE OF FATHER, SON, AND HOLY GHOST. CREATION AND OR 
= PAGE | sECT. PAGE 
: . «- 130] 51. Of the nature of man, especially of the soul of 
33, Introductory remarks ++ e+ s+ e+ eo © man, and f his destination.. .. .. -. +. 180 
: i igin of the hu- 
CHAP. I. FeO ee Taen fee eee ene 
BIBLICAL DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 53. Of the image of God in which man was created 189 
54, Of the primitive state of man; his mental and 
34, Is this doctrine taught in the Old Testament? 131 ioral peticedions S060 eet, Ae Son 
35. Of those texts in the New Testament in phos 55. Of the primitive state of man; his bodily excel- 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are mentioned 133 lences, and speech .. -. .. «. «2 -- -- 195 
jn connection .. «2 «+ «+ ef ee ee ¢8 ‘gree, 2 
* : 56. Of the primitive state of man; his external ad- 

36. Of those texts in which the Father, Son, and vantages ; and the notion of a goldenage.. 197 
Holy Ghost are separately mentioned, and in ? 200 
which their nature and mutual relation are 57. Of the propagation of the humanrace. .. «+ 
(Filta oo og: Go 66 6a 00 oor oumoo oo 1k4 

texts in which divine names are given 

fie Sana RE ARTICLE VII. 
to Christ... .. «0, o« 02 ss wo 

38. Of the texts in which divine attributes and THE DOCTRINE RESPECTING ANGELS. 

i hrist, and in which : E 
mols me ee 3 ¢ ul 138 8. Of the importance of the doctrine concerning 
divine honour is required for him .. «+ «+ A : 

Fee c F angels, and some introductory historical ze; 

39, Of the Holy Spirit, and his personality .. -- 140 «marks oC en ee 

40. Of the divinity of the Holy Spirit .. .. «. ++ 142 9. Grithata the appellations of angels; their nature; 

proofs of their existence ; their creation and 

CHAP. II. original state; and the classes into which 

they:are divided "<5 << ss, ss, esas =e 
HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 
c n ee CHAP. I. 

41. Are there in Jewish or heathen writings any 

traces of the doctrine of the Trinity which THE DOCTRINE OF THE HOLY ANGELS, 
i isti ~. 144 
CLS) Cnrietian conrces) : 60. Of the present state and employment of holy 

42, History of the doctripe of the Trinity during the angela “2 "ao See. Coe ee ea 08 

cone eee ears ecroko Sean came 61. Of the classes of good angels; their names ; and 
OUINCIL yale e.) -e\eaiy 61h cEs,<) pie a sy veh io 6 ee, 5 
nae the worship rendered them.. .. .. .. .. 212 

43. History of the doctrine of the Trinity during 
the fourth century, and of the distinctions 
established at the Nicene Council, and since CHAP. II. 
adopted in the orthodox church.. .. .. .. 152 , 

N 

44, History of the doctrine of the Trinity since the pas ms aaa atin 2. ice 

time ofthe Reformation .. . .. .. .. 158]) 62. Of the existence of evil spirits,and their apos- 
TABY ec ee se se ces Gh yeKi ee we EO 

63. Of the nature and attributes of evil spirits; 

their present and future condition; their 
number, classes, and mames.. .. .. .. .. 219 
64. Ofthe employments and the effects of evilspirits 222 

PART Il. 
APPENDIX. 
THEA ORES LONI EOD, POWER OF SATAN OVER THE HUMAN BODY AND THE 
MATERIAL WORLD. 

ARTICLE V. 65. Of the bodily possessions recorded in the New 
Testament ieic Piero se. cess os. entre Lic eee 
OF THE CREATION OF THE WORLD. 66. Of magic and spectres .. 931 

45. Of the meaning of the word “ World,’ and of 
Synonymous words... .. .. .. .. 161 

core ARTICLE VIII. 

46, What we mean when we speak of the creation 
of the world; the proof of a creation; the THE DOCTRINE RESPECTING DIVINE PROVIDENCE. 
material from which it was made; with a 
sketch of the various opinions entertained 67. What is meant by the providence of God, and 
on this subject .. By ho O aar eee kk historical remarks respecting this doctrine? 235 

47. The doctrine and language of the Biblical 68. Of the proof of the doctrine of divine provi- 
writers respecting the creation in general, dence, and of the divisions under which it 
and how they are to be understood... ., 166 hasbeen treated .. + ee beh bee: Malet 2O8 

48. The work of creation twofold; different classes 69. Of the preservation of the existence and of the 
piece ets our knowledge of them; and powers of created beings and things .. .. 241 
Bees in the creation of the world; the best hs 70, Of the government of God Sirk ae ee aA 

49. Of the Mosaic account of the creation; its ob- ed ia A tess seh ae oe ered Ma i be 
ject; and the various hypotheses adopted to »and to the evil existing in the 

ane Pp world oc sieusuin) ate 247 
eOxplainit:s iar eulise seep rats rahe SY Ao. yd "2. OF th <3 goetan Ma ete 
: ae . t nat i ivi i 
50, Explanation of the Mosaic history of the creation 176 aac ane cin Stehates Shee ee 


CONTENTS. 


BOOK II.—THE DOCTRINE OF MAN. 


PART I. 


STATE INTO WHICH MAN IS BROUGHT BY 
THE FALL. 


ARTICLE IX. 
OF sIN, AND THE PUNISHMENT OF SIN. 


SMCT. 


73. What is meant by sin; the different words used 
in the Bible to denote sin, and the meaning 
TAOS BAe AAS ie om OSS ny ear 


oe 


74. What does reason, without the use of the Bible, 
teach us respecting the sinful state of man, 
and the origin of it? And how far do the 
results of reason on this subject agree with 
Tio) TABIG Be tela, 0 haRG A 0'K 


rr eT 


75. Mosaic account of the sin of our first parents .. 
76. Of the imputation of the sin of our first parents 


77. In what the natural depravity of man consists ; 
its appellations in the Bible; when it has 
its principal seat in man; and how its ex- 
istence may be proved from the holy scrip- 
tures era, lie: 


os) ele sie ale) fle ae 0s ee 


78. Of the nature and attributes of this corruption ; 
its propagation; its punishableness ; also of 
the origin of sinful desires among men, and 
their punishableness.. 


79. Of the representations of the ancient church- 
fathers respecting human depravity, and the 
manner in which the ecclesiastical phrase- 
ology on this subject and the various forms 
of doctrine were gradually developed .. 


60. Results of the foregoing discussion respecting 
the doctrine of natural depravity, and ob- 
servations on the mode of teaching this doc- 
trine .. .. 


81. Explanation of the idea which is commonly 
connected in theology with the expression 
“Actual Sins,’’ and of the different degrees 
ofsin «. 


Cr ee 


oe 26 6s 80 oe oe ee oe le 


82. Divisions of sin in respect to the law, to the 
knowledge and purpose of him who commits 
it, and tothe action itself .. 1. .. «+ o« 


83. Of some other divisions of sin, and sins of par- 
ticipation .. .. «+ ae 4 


84, Of the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, or the 
sin against the Holy Ghost .. «2 «+ «+ «+ 


oe 68 08 oe 


85. Of the state into which men are brought by the 
commission of sin, and the different kinds 
and names of it... .. «+ ++ «+ 


85 What punishment iz, and what is the object of 
it; how the divize punishments are named 
in the Bible, and yhat we are there taught 
respecting their nature; also the various di- 
visions of the divine punishments .. .. +. 


87. Some remarks on positive divine punishments 


PAGE 


259 


261 


273 


277 


289 


293 


297 


299 


303 


305 


308 


311 
314 


PART IL, 


STATE INTO WHICH MAN IS BROUGHT Bi 
THE REDEMPTION. 


ARTICLE X. 
OF JESUS CHRIST. 
CHAP. I. 


OF THE DIVINE INSTITUTIONS FOR THE RESTORATION OF 
MEN, IN A GENERAL VIEW; THE EXPECTATIONS, PRE: 
DICTIONS, AND TYPES OF THE MESSIAH, AND THEIR 


FULFILMENT IN JESUS OF NAZARETH. 


SECT. 


88. Of the institutions established by God for the 
moral recovery and the salvation of the 
human race, in a general view; the scrip- 
tural doctrines and representations on this 
subject; as a general introduction to what 
Pes MOtMAOa Nee “Ga. cb) dh aa 


89. Formation and development of the idea of Mes- 
siah among the ancient and modern Jews 
their opinions respecting him; and the proof 
that Jesus was the Messiah... .. .. 


90. Of the principles on which we are to interpret 
the literal and figurative predictions con- 
tained in the Old Testament respecting the 
Messiah, and the new institute founded by 
hin.c ss 


oe 68 08 08 68 6 te te oe 


91. Of the successive degrees of the revelations and 
predictions contained in the Old Testament 
respecting the Messiah .. .. «2 «2 «+ «oe 


CHAP. Il. 


PAGE 


317 


32] 


HISTORY OF JESUS IN HIS TWO STATES OF HUMILIATION 


AND EXALTATION. 


92, The scriptural representation of the two prin- 
cipal periods in the life of Jesus; the scrip- 
tural names of these periods ; the proof texts; 
and some conclusions .  «. 


ee 60 ee ef 


93. Of the origin, conception, birth, and youth of 
Jesus; his true humanity, and the excel- 
lences of it 1. .. 2. o« 


ee 68 40 oe oe 


94, Of the doctrine of Jesus, and his office as 
teacher .. .. «2 o- 


95, Of the hardships and sufferings of Jesus .. 


ee 08 60 68 00 oe 


96. Of Christ’s descent into hell .. .. «. «+ oe 


97. History of Christ considered as a man, in hia 
state of exaltation .. .. «+ oe «2 «+ ee 


98. Wherein the heavenly glory or majesty of Christ, 
as a man, consists; and the scriptural idea 
of this kingdom and dominion of Christ... 


99. Remarks on the form and sense of the scrip- 
tural representation respecting the kingdom 
of God and of Christ; and on the signification 
of the phrase, to sit on the right hand of ape 
as applied to Christ... .. «1 .. «+ se * 

a2 


331 


CHAP. Ib 


DOCTRINE OF THE PERSON OF CHRIST. 


SECT. - 
100. The higher nature of Christ, and how it is 
proved .. «. so so «2 s+ v6 


oe se ee 


Of the connection between the deity and huma- 
nity of Christ according to whet the Bible 
directly teaches, and the consequences which 
may be deduced from its instructions .. «+ 


101. 


Historical observations explanatory of the origin 
and progressive development of the eccle- 
siastical system respecting the person and 
the two natures of Christ, until the eighth 
CeNtUTY .. 2s 20 oe oe oe 20 oe 00 8 


102. 


Historical observations continued; the ancient 
terminology respecting this dortrine ex- 
platted foo) cs. +6) is: isis) fete Jes (ere 0) Lele 


103. 


104. A brief exhibition of the ecclesiastical syste: 
respecting the person and the two natures 
of Christ; an explanation of the ecclesias- 
tical phraseology now in use in the doctrine 
de communicatione idiomatum ; and a critical 


judgment upon the same .. «2 «+ «+ oe 


CHAP. IV. 


THE WORK OF CHRIST, AND WHAT HAS BEEN 
EFFECTED BY IT. 

105. Scriptural names and descriptions of the works 
of Christ, and their salutary effects; also, 
the names of Christ as the Saviour of the 
CUVOGI SSM So iso Scie oO tat icoy oo 34 


106. What is considered in the scriptures as properly 
belonging to the work which Christ per- 
formed for the good of men; explanation of 
the word “redemption,”? as used in the 
Bible; and what is the most convenient and 
natural order and connection for exhibiting 


the doctrine of the entire merits of Christ .. 


107. Of the method formerly adopted of considering 
the work of Christ as consisting of the pro- 


vhetic, priestly, and kingly offices .. .. .. 


PART I, OF CHAP. IV. 

On redemption from the punishment of sin; or, the 
Atonement of Christ, and the Justification of Men 
before God,—the Consequence of the Atonement. 


108. Of the various opinions respecting the forgive- 
ness by God, and the conditions on which 
forgiveness may be granted; and an applica- 


tion of this to the scriptural doctrine of the 
atonement .. .. 


a0 SOs alae Bele, Oe ea) y:6 


109. Scriptural docirine respecting the necessity of 
the forgiveness of sin; what is meant by 
forgiveness, pardon, justification; and the 


scriptural terms by which they are desig- 
mated tertice 


#0; -e(e: ele, ofa, a sie: 


110. Hlustration of the scriptural statement, that 
men owe it to Christ alone that God justifies 
them or forgives their sins .. 


11. Of the sufferings and death of Christ ; how far 
we are indebted to them for our justification 
or pardon; together with observations on 


some of the principal attributes (affections) 
of the death of Christ 


ee ee ce oe 


2, Of the influence which the resurrection of Christ, 
and his subsequent exaltation and inter- 


cession, have upon our forgiveness or justifi- 
cation .. 


ee re «6 ee ee oe * 


PAGE 


355 


357 


361 


366 


369 


377 


380 


«- 885 


388 


+. 390 


395 


CONTENTS. 


SECT. 

113. The scripture doctrine of pardon or justification 
through Christ, as an universal and unmerited 
favour of God .). S652 un we Ge se we 


114, Of the various theories respecting the nature and 
manner of the atonement of Christ; and a 
notice of some of the most important works 


on atonement and justification .. .. «. -- 
115. Of the active obedience of Christ .. .. «+ «- 
PART II. OF CHAP. IV. 


On Redemption from the Power or Dominion of Sin. 


116. Of the importance of this doctrine; its con 
formity with scripture, and the manner in 
which we are freed from sin through Christ 


117. Of the deliverance from the power and dominion 
of sin, for which we are indebted, under di- 
vine assistance, to the instruction and ex- 
ample of Christ... . .. «0 «2 «8 es ee 


PART III. OF CHAP. IV. 


On the present and future consequences of the work 
of: Christ. 


118. Scriptural titles of the salvation procured by 
Christ for men; its general nature; the doc- 
trine of the New Testament respecting the 
abolition of the Old Testament dispensation 
by Christianity, and the advantages resulting 
from it.to the svoridis; 2. wie Iso ue) Se Gis. 


119. The happiness which Christians obtain in this 
Hf froma@prists.) i. we ee ee) ee es 


120, The happiness which Christians obtain through 
Christ in the future life... .. .. .. .. .. 


ARTICLE XI. 


DOCTRINE OF THE CONDITIONS OF SALVATION, 


121. Of the Christian doctrine of faith, as the only 
condition of salvation, together with remarks 
respecting the salvation of the heathen and 
OF infants,» atsss a4 enpies) Wis \sicy ots 


122. Of the various significations of the word “ faith’? 
as used in the Bible; some of the principal 
passages relating to faith; the parts of which 
faith is made up;-and some of the most im- 
portant theological divisions of faith .. .. 


123. Of the different objects of Christian doctrine to 
which faith refers; and the relation of faith 
$0 JRO SER oo us sve ne ckele 


uke. on 


124. Of the connection of the parts of which faith is 
. composed; the characteristics and degrees 

of faith 5 and the conditions on which it is 

BANA srsss: ucsip Air Set ies 


125. Of the nature of Christian good works or virtues ; 
the relation in which they stand to salvation; 
and their meritoriousness .. .. 


AWW) Pete. ee 


126. Explanation of the terms which are used in the 
scriptures to denote both the external pro- 
fession of Christianity (fides externa) and 


internal moral improvement and _ sanctifi- 
CRtLON Perce es 


at aie: Wiel “Sie! ele om) Wily 


127. Statement of the doctrine of moral reformation ; 


its commencement; on putting off repent- 
ance, and on late conversions 


vis. ew Mid sie 


128. Remarks on the false opinions and perversions 
concerning the doctrine of repentance, which 


have been gradually adopted in the Christian 
church. 9S 04. 


oe oe ee wie ee pe tnete 


PAGE 


& 8 


419 


412 


415 


418 


420 


423 


431 


435 


442 


CONTENTS, 


ARTICLE XII. 


THE GPERATIONS OF GRACE; 


SECT. 


129, Explanation of the terms “grace,’’ * operations 
of grace,’ “means of grace,’? and other 
phrases employed in theology on this sub- 
ject ; and the connection of this doctrine with 
the preceding .. 


ene . . minh Nie) e rm 


What are the optrations of divine grace fot pro- 
moting the repentance and salvation of those 
who live in Christian lands ; and what means 
does God employ in exerting these influences 
On tnee Hearts t.. ess << 8c 


Tlow is the divine origin of these gracious renew- 
ing influences proved from the holy scrip- 
tures? and remarks in explanation of the 
scriptural phraseology on this subject 


A sketch of some of the principal theories re- 
specting the operations of divine grace, and 
the freedom (or ability) of man in spiritual 
things ; and the controversies on this ae 
in the Christian Church.. .. .. . nee 


Exhibition of the modern mee ue ae end 
divinity of the operations of grace, and the 
power ofthe word of God .. .. .. «. 


130. 


131 


132. 


133. 


APPENDIX. 


Of prayer as a means of grace .. .. «2 «ss «os 


ARTICLE XIII. 


THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHRISTIAN SOCIETY OR 
CHURCH. 


134. What is meant by the Christian church ; its ob- 
ject; its names; and the divisions of the 
church common in theology... .. .. + e 

135. Attributes of the Christian church; the ae 
astical terms commonly employed to ee 
nate them, and their signification .. .. 

136. Of the head of the Christian church; and of ss 
institutions established to maintain and ex- 
tend-it, especially through the office of public 
teaching .. <. =. 


ee ee oe #8 oe 


ARTICLE XIV. 


THE TWO SACRAMENTS—BAPTISM AND THE 
LORD’S SUPPER. 


137. The sacraments in general.. .. 5 bs ee 


CHAP. I. 
THE DOCTRINE OF CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


138. Names, institution, and origin of Christian 
baptism; with observations on John the 
Baptist and the Jewish baptism of prose- 
lytes jc +0 ee 

139. How and by whom baptism is to be adminis- 
tered; and respecting the optional and un- 
essential things attending the observance of 
this rites. soc. sie oe 


140. Object, uses, and effects of Christian ee i BO 


141. The necessity of baptism, and whether it may be 
repeated.. .. 


14%. The baptism of infants .. .. 


Bie est ep! aie) de. o@ vie 


sia ects 8.86) 9 tie, (sie). 0} 


eo ee 8 ee 


OR THE DIVINE INSTITU- 
TIONS FOR PROMOTING REPENTANCE AND FAITH. 


PAGE 


449 


451 


454 


458 


462 


467 


469 


72 


475 


479 


483 


491 


7 
CHAP. II. 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE LORD'S SUPPER. 
SECT. PAGE 
143, The names of the Lord’s Supper; and the oc- 
casion and objects of its institution... .. .. 496 
144. The distinction between what is essential and 
unessential in the celebration of the ordi- 
nance ofthe Supper .. .. .. .. .. .. 500 
145, The uses and efficacy of the Lord’s Supper; and 
inferences from these .. .. .. .. «- 505 
146. The various opinions and ness of doctrine re- 
specting the presence of the body and blood 
of Christ in the Lord’s Supper, historically 
explained, and also a critique respecting them 508 


ARTICLE XV. 


ON DEATH, AND THE CONTINUANCE AND DESTINY OF 


MEN AFTER DEATH ; 
THE LAST THINGS, 


147. 
148. 


Deaths <3 4o< + 5 sip dy wie Enter” sis Wace 


The Christian ieee of the coptimeunce of the 
human soul, and its state after death .. .. 


Historical illustrations of the various opinions 
which have prevailed in ancient and modern 
times respecting the continuance of the soul 
after death ; and the proofs drawn from rea- 
son in favour of it nG& a8n 2G og Ge 6 56 


Some of the most important of “5 various 
opinions respecting the selina of siete 
souls, and their condition there... .. . b 


What is understood by the resurrection of ie 
dead; the meaning of the word “resurrec- 
tion ;’’ and what is taught hia it by 
the'Jows csp hes en sis. peters 


149. 


150. 


151. 


152, The Christian doctrine respecting ae resurrec- 


Hion ofthe bodys .. ss (em Ge se le se 


Doctrine of the New Testament respecting the 
nature of the body which we shall receive at 
the resurrection; and the eee! of theolo- 
gians on this point .. .. .. oe 4 


The last appearing of Christ before the end at ae 
world; the various opinions on this subject ; 
also respecting the Millennial kingdom, and 
the universal conversion of Jews and Gentiles 

The general judgment, and the end of the pre- 
sent constitution of the world .. .. .. «- 

The punishments of hell, or eternal condemnation 

Duration of future punishments ; reasons for and 
against their eternal duration .. .. «+ «- 

Result drawn from comparing and examining 
the different arguments for and against the 
eternal duration of future punishment; and 
a sketch of the history ofthis doctrine... 


153. 


154. 


155. 


156. 
157. 


158. 


ON ETERNAL BLESSEDNESS. 


Introduction to this doctrine; and explanation 
of the aly eran with regard 
Mob Ho oo db do 6O) do sodmoO 0) Go 

What do reason re ae teach, and lead us 
to expect, in a general view, as to the real 
nature of future blessedness .. «+ ++ 


159. 


160. 


OR THE DOCTRINE RESPECTING 


519 


523 


527 


531 


534 


538 


541 
545 


549 


552 


" mS $34 <A hy ) to re’ 
- re a he i SE hw ew 
an ee ea eaten ail a ee Oe a 
gt So ween 
on ; 
rr PY y ' 
ye yo. 
i * 
a — ha 
tle 
os " " ’ 5 
« ‘ - ae 
S68 ‘ a s* 
ve . M 
2s 7 
7 i -Ts 
Sy ts if 
. 
+ 
— a 4. * 
* ‘ 
' Oy 4 
he ‘ 
: 
ne 5 
- = * 
- > ~ 
Ae 
a ee 
. 
- *. * * : 
ae 
’ 
i . 
“ 
~ 
‘ 
ad A 
Ny 
v ‘ 
ve 
.; i. > 
= 
4 ; ‘ 
i te 
p 
iva 4 
; . 
eS ‘ e 
es) ‘ 
a 
. 
oe sf 
9 
f Pen eet ’ 
ni | 2 
' 
% c? 0 
| io ! 
¥ y 5 
” ze 
5 ' 
x y LL ’ 
o 1 * 
~~ i] 
7 - 
© = 
‘ 
is 
fs ; 
pa 
1 
é 
Fi 


TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE. 


yy~ AM happy in being able to 
. present to the friends of bibli- 
cal theology the translation of 
Dr. Knarp’s Lectures. The 
prevailing preference of the 
method adopted by this author 
v above other methods of pur- 
\: { suing theological study, leads me to 
” hope that this work will be an accept- 
able offering to the public. It was the 
ultimate object of that eminent servant 
of Christ who composed these lectures, 
to promote vital piety and practical religion 
even by his more theoretical writings. If the 
translation of these lectures may conduce to the 
same end, the translator will feel abundantly 
rewarded for his labour. 

On opening a book we naturally feel a desire 
to know something of the author; and if he 
treats on controverted points, to know on what 
principles he wrote, and with whom he stood 
connected. I shall endeavour to satisfy this cu- 
riosity, hy giving some account of the school of 
Biblical Theology in Germany, to which our 

“author belonged, together with an outline of his 
life and character. I cannot expect, however, 
within the narrow limits of a preface, to do full 
justice to either of these subjects. 

The school of Biblical Theology was esta- 
blished by Spener at Halle, in 1694, for the 
avowed purpose of having theology taught in a 
different manner from that common in the Ger- 
man universities. Spener states that it was usual 
for persons to spend five or six years at the uni- 
versities without hearing, or caring to hear, a 
single book, chapter, or verse of the Bible ex- 
plained. In the few cases where exegetical 
lectures were commenced by such teachers as 
Olearius and Carpzov, they were soon aban- 
doned. The Bible was perhaps less used before 
the time of Spener in Protestant universities than 
it had been, under penalty of excommunication, 
by pious Catholics before the Reformation. In 
place of the Scriptures, the different symbols 
established by the Protestant church were taught 
and studied. The minutest distinctions esta- 


blished by them were contended for with the 


greatest zeal, and the least deviation from them 
was pronounced heresy as decidedly as if they 
had been given by inspiration of God, and was 


punished accordingly with the greatest severity 
The spirit of Protestantism seemed to have 
thrown off the hierarchal yoke, only to assume 
another and perhaps a more degrading form of 
bondage. In explaining and defending these 
symbols, the Aristotelian dialectics were em- 
ployed, and in the use of them the students were 
thoroughly exercised. As to the practical effect 
which the doctrines of Christianity should have 
upon their own hearts, and the manner in which 
they should exhibit them for the benefit of others, 
nothing was said to them by their teachers. 
Thus disciplined, they went forth to repeat from 
the pulpit what they had learned at the university, 
and fought over their idle battles, in which their 
own learning and skill were carefully displayed, 
to the neglect of every thing which might arouse 
the careless, persuade the doubting, or satisfy 
the deep desires and assuage the sorrows of the 
heart. 

This was a state of things which Spener de- 
plored. Others before him, especially pious lay- 
men, had noticed these evils, but had withdrawn, 
like the mystics of a former period, and sought 
in private contemplation that satisfaction of their 
spiritual wants which they could not obtain from 
the learned jargon of the pulpit; or if, like An- 
dreee and Arndt, they had lifted up a voice of 
remonstrance against the prevailing disorders, it 
had been drowned in the noise of angry pole- 
mics. But the reputation and influence of Spener 
were too great to allow his remonstrances to 
pass unnoticed. Without aiming at the name, 
he performed the work of a reformer. In the 
unpretending form of a preface to an edition of 
Arndt’s Sermons, he published in 1675 his Pra 
Desideria, in which he urged the necessity of 
amending the prevailing mode of instruction 
and preaching. It was his great object to divert 
attention from the symbols, and direct it to the 
scriptures. He wished every student to derive 
his system for himself directly from the Bible; 
and to feel and enjoy the truths thus learned, 
rather than contend about them; and especially 
he wished the teachers in the universities, and 
the preachers in the desk, abandoning for ever 
their foolish questions and subtle dialectics, to 
labour to promote the solid instruction and the 
true piety of those committed to their charge. 


This was the object which more and more en 
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grossed his attention, as he saw more of the 
deadening influence of scholastic theology ; and 
he at length pursued it with such zeal that 
he awakened the jealousy and hatred of those 
who loved the letter more than the spirit, the 
form of godliness more than its power. After 
removing from place to place, and being at 


length driven from Dresden by the violence of 
the opposition against him, he found refuge and 
rest in Berlin. He there exerted his influence 


with Frederick III. to procure the establishment 


of a new university at Halle. For various rea- 
sons, political and religious, his proposal was 


adopted, and to Spener was committed the or- 


ganization of the Theological Faculty. He 
selected for this purpose Anton, Breithaupt, and 
Franke, men of congenial spirit with himself, 
‘who had visited him in Berlin, imbibed his 
views, and were then labouring in different 
places, and under great discouragements, to 
promote the revival of scriptural knowledge and 
practical Christianity. They were now united 
in the new university at Halle; and though de- 
nounced by the theologians of the sister univer- 
sities, and especially those of Wittemberg, as 
pietists, innovators, and heretics, they were not 
to be hindered from appointing a new course of 
studies, nor from pursuing a new method in 
teaching. 

The establishment of the Theological Faculty 
at Halle forms an epoch in the history of theo- 
logical science; and to those who founded and 
composed it, especially to Spener and Franke, 
are Protestants indebted for the revival and per- 
petuation of the spirit of the Reformation. They 
entered a new protest against the reign of eccle- 
siastical authority, and asserted anew the right 
of Christians in matters of faith. That we are 
free to judge for ourselves as to what we shall 
believe, in opposition to the decretals of Popes 
or Councils, whether Catholic or Protestant; 
that the holy scriptures are the pure source 
whence we must draw our religious knowledge, 
and not symbols, confessions, or systems framed 
and established by men; and that the doctrines 
of the Bible are to be used, by the learned as 
well as the unlearned, to promote holiness of 
heart and life, rather than merely as objects of 
speculation,—these were the great principles 
upon which Luther and Melancthon, Spener 
and Franke, alike proceeded. 

It is not uncommon to see the founders of this 
school classed with those narrow-minded and 
bigoted enthusiasts who regard learning and 
science with hatred and contempt, and presume 
upon a miraculous illumination, superseding the 
necessity of studying divine truth. But to this 
class Spener and Franke did not belong; and 
decided as was the stand which they, took 
against the scholastic learning of the times in 


which they lived, they were far from falling 
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into the opposite and equally dangerous extreme. 
Their principles respecting the study of theo- 
logy are so often misstated that I feel induced, 
after a perusal of some of their own writings, 
to exhibit them here more at length. 

I. They believed that God had revealed him- 
self directly to men, and that this revelation is 
contained in the books of the Old and New Tes- 
tament, which are the only source of our reli- 
gious knowledge, to the exclusion of those pre- 
tended revelations of which theosophy boasts. 
To obtain the meaning of these scriptures they 
made therefore the first duty of the theological 
student. Jn sétripturis theologus nascitur, was 
their constant maxim. They did not, like their 
contemporaries in the other universities, suffer 
the student to rely indolently on the traditionary 
interpretation of the word of God, nor to adduce, 
without examination, exactly the same proof- 
texts, neither more nor less, as had been used 
in every preceding system; nor did they suffer 
him to expect, like some ancient and modern 
visionaries, that a culpable ignorance would be 
removed by supernatural illumination. On the 
contrary, they insisted upon the importance of 
his becoming acquainted with the original lan- 
guages in which the holy scriptures were writ- 
ten, and diligently using the whole apparatus 
of hermeneutical helps, (then indeed compara- 
tively small,) in order to ascertain the very sense 
in the mind of the inspired writer. 

II. By these means, however, important as 
they are, the student attains only to what they 
called a natural, human, and literal knowledge, 
in distinction from a spiritual and divine percep- 
tion of the doctrines of revelation. The sacred , 
writers did not inventnew words and expressions 
to designate the new relations to God into which 
men were brought by Christianity, and the feel- 
ings belonging to those relations; but rather 
employed language used to designate relations 
and feelings previously known, analogous to 
those intended. To every man, therefore, their 
language, even with respect to the peculiar 
states of which the Christian is conscious, con- 
veys a general meaning—viz., the notion of 
something in the thing intended, answering to 
something in the analogous relation or feeling 
from which the representation is taken. But 
what is the very thing, among the many things 
in this new relation, which would justify the 
metaphor,—what is the very thing intended by 
the evangelist or the apostle in the use of it, can 
be understood only by one who has in reality 
been brought into this new relation, and expe- 
rienced the feelings belonging to it. To be more 
definite: the new relation instituted by Chris- 
tianity is most frequently denoted in the sacred 
writings by the words sonship, adoption, and 
those of a similar import, which clearly convey 
to every reader a general notion of what this 
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- new felation is; and this general notion is the 
literal knowledge of the subject which the na- 
tural man may possess. But there are many 
things in the human relation of a son to a father 
which might be the foundation of the metaphor 
employed. Resemblance, imitation, obedience, 
love, or actual descent and possession of the 
same nature, and many other things which 
might be mentioned, would furnish a proper 
foundation for the metaphor of sonship and 
adoption. And so these have all been made by 
different commentators the point of analogy be- 
tween this common and this Christian relation. 
But what is the very thing in this new relation 
which the evangelists and apostles had in view 
when they called it sonship, he only can under- 
stand who, by believing in Christ, has had the 
power given him to become a son of God. And 
even he will understand it better in proportion 
to the depth and liveliness of his Christian ex- 
perience, and then only attain to its full import 
when, in the world of glory, what is here begun 
in him shall be perfected. This is the spiritual 
perception spoken of, arising from the personal 
experience of the things signified in the holy 
Scriptures; and this experience results from 
faith, which receives the doctrines of revelation 
in their sanctifying and enlightening power. 
Faith, therefore, has the same relation to divine 
things that sense has to natural things; and it is 
equally true in one case as in the other, that 
sense or experience is the only foundation of 
knowledge,—sensus est principium cognoscendt. 
This seems to be the meaning of Spener and 
Franke when they say so often that the Holy 
Spirit is indispensable to the study of theology. 
That this personal experience, or feeling percep- 
tion, must precede all true knowledge of the 
things of revelation,—in other words, that the 
doctrines of the Bible must be felt, in order to 
be truly understood, have root in the heart before 
they can be rightly apprehended by the under- 
standing,—though often deemed an exploded 
proposition, and in the ears of many perfectly 
paradoxical, is yet as philosophically just as it 
is conformed to scripture. This view cannot 
be better expressed than in the following re- 
markable words of Pascal:—* Les vérités di- 
vines sont infiniment au-dessus de la nature. 
Dieu seul peut les mettre dans l’ame. Il a 
voulu qu’ils entrent du ccur dans l’esprit, et 
non pas de l’esprit dans le ceur. Par cette 
raison, s’il faut connaitre les choses humaines, 
pour pouvoir les aimer, i] faut aimer les choses 
divines, pour pouvoir les connattre.”’ * Divine 
things are infinitely above nature, and God only 
can place them in the soul, He has designed 
that they should pass from the heart into the 
head, and not from the head into the heart; 
and so, as it is necessary to know human 


things in order to love them, it is necessary to | 


nh 


love divine things in order to know them.” Let 
not the student, then, who would penetrate into 
the real meaning of the sacred text, rely upon 
the Grammar and the Lexicon, upon Commen- 
taries and Institutes of Interpretation, which 
cannot lead beyond the letier. .A// true know- 
ledge of the scripture must proceed from the life 
of faith ; we must believe in order to experience, 
and experience in order to understand. Such is 
the import of the following words of Anselmus, 
which have been chosen by Schleiermacher, one 
of the profoundest theologians in Germany, for 
his motto, and which deserve to be engraven on 
the memory of every student in theology :— 
‘‘Non enim quero intelligere ut credam, sed 
eredo ut intelligam. Nam qui non crediderit, 
non experietur, et qui expertus non fuerit, non 
intelliget.”’ * 

III. When the literal sense of scripture has 
been ascertained by grammatical and historical 
interpretation, and when the hidden meaning of 
the sacred hieroglyphics has been unlocked by 
a believing experience of the things signified, 
then are the materials provided for theological 
science; as yet, however, confused and disor- 
ganized. With these insulated experiences, and 
the direct processes of the spiritual life, many 
would have us remain contented, and are jealous 
of the reflective and systematizing acts of the 
mind. This is the mistake of the Mysticz im- 
purt, and of many sincerely pious, but less en- 
lightened Christians in modern times. They 
justly ascribe much of the coldness, contention, 
and heresy that has disturbed and corrupted the 
church, to the influence of speculative reason, 
and would gladly exclude it wholly from the 
province of faith. But they overlook the im- 
perfections of religion when it exists merely as 
feeling, and the darkness, confusion, and extra 
vagance which result from the want of strict 
science in the doctrines of Christianity. These 
evils are not merely incidental to simple faith, 
but almost inseparable from it; for what can 
prevent that exaggeration of its particular ob- 
jects, to which feeling always tends, and give 
to each its due importance, but that view of the 
whole which science alone can furnish? These 
evils were not overlooked by Spener; and he 
contended for the proper use of system and 
science in religion with a zeal only inferior to 
that with which he contended against their 
abuse. He held the just medium between the 
pious enthusiast and the cold speculator; and 
wished that the system might proceed from a 
living faith and be pervaded by it, and that faith 
might be regulated and rectified by thorough 
system; and he thus aimed to secure to Chris- 
tianity, what it may justly claim, the whole man; 
the powers of the understanding and the feelings 


of the heart. 
The effort to attain to an insight into the in, 
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ternal connection of the various objects of our 
experience, to attain to the one principle under 
which the phenomena we witness may be class- 
ed,—the effort, in short, which lies at the foun- 
dation of science in every department, is one of 
the original and higher efforts or instincts of the 
human soul; and though in some periods, and 
in individual minds, it is less predominant, at 
other times, and in other minds, it is wholly 
irrepressible. Its utility in reducing to order 
the disconnected elements of human knowledge, 
and in constructing from them an organized 
whole, cannot be questioned; and why should 
not this systematizing, organific instinet of the 
mind be suffered to employ itself upon the no- 
bler elements of religious knowledge, scattered 
over the page of revelation and of experience, 
collectirfy and classifying them, and from them 
constructing an harmonious system of religious 
truth ? 

Here it must be remarked, that a believing 
experience is equally essential to a truly scien- 
tific combination of all the doctrines of Chris- 
tianity as to an adequate understanding of each 
particular one. In every scientific system, the 
parts should have a real relation to one great 
object, for which the whole is constructed ; and 
if we would have it a living, and not a lifeless 
organization, we must have this great object 
within ourselves. The name of science cannot 
justly be applied to a mere artificial collocation 
of particulars, wanting internal unity, and desti- 
tate of a pervading son. Hence it may be safely 
affirmed, that true theological science is possible 
only on condition of personal Christian expe- 
rience; this alone can furnish the last end, the 
point of unity, the living spirit of the whole. 
Where this does not exist, combining the re- 
sults of the mere philological study of the Bible 
furnishes at best a piece of lifeless mechanism, 
where the parts cohere, as the cards in the pup- 
pet, and not as the limbs in the body. It was 
from the exegetical school in Asia Minor, and 
from the feet of the philologist Lucian, that the 
heresiarch Arius proceeded ; and his error arose, 
in a great measure, from his making the Bible 
grammatically interpreted, separately from the 
light of experience, the foundation of theology.* 
The elements of theological science should not, 
therefore, be drawn solely from the written page 
of revelation; the contents of this page must be 
first transferred to the tablets of the heart; these 
inward tablets must then be studied, and strictly 
compared with the outward letter; and from this 
faith ful and living transcript, corresponding 
with the original revelation, and from this reve- 

‘Jation thus transferred to the heart, the elements 
of the system must be derived. The direction 
here given, to make the results of Christian ex- 
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perience, derived from and regulated by the 
written word, rather than the mere fruits of the 
exegetical study of the Bible, the elements of 
theological science, is, I believe, in the spirit 
of the founders of this school of biblical and 
practical Christianity. Theological study is 
happily turning more and more to the inward 
scroll of experience; and instances might easily 
be mentioned, did my limiis permit, in which 
the established ecclesiastical system has been 
rectified, by being made to answer more entirely 
to the demands of pious feeling.* When Chris- 
tian faith shall receive and hold the pure and 
unadulterated truths of revelation, and Christian 
theology shall wholly correspond to Christian 
faith, then will the science of Christianity attain 
its highest perfection. 

IV. The system of truth which was adopted 
by the founders of this school agreed substan- 
tially with that of their contemporaries, although 
the eagle-eyed malignity of Deutschmann of 
Wittemberg espied no less than two hundred 
and sixty heresies in a single writing of Spener 
The latter, however, and his associates, professed 
to hold the doctrines contained in the established 
symbols, and differed from the theologians of 
the other universities only with respect to the 
grounds on which they believed them, and the 
ends for which they employed them. While 
their contemporaries believed in these doctrines 
because they were contained in the symbols, the 
theologians of Halle believed them because, 
after independent investigation, they found them 
contained in the word of God, and confirmed by 
their own experience. And while their con- 
temporaries employed these doctrines for no 
other purposes than speculation and contention, 
they insisted that the doctrines of revelation should 
be taught in the universities, as well as exhibited 
in the pulpit, with the ultimate design of promot- 
ing personal piety. ‘This was their fourth gene- 
ral principle respecting the study of theology, 
and that which procured for their school the 
honourable distinction of a school of practical 
theology. They regarded it as almost certain 
that students in theology would treat the doc~ 
trines of Christianity as public teachers very 
much as they had been accustomed to hear them 
treated at the university,—that if they had been 
taught theology in a scholastic method, they 
would probably fall into the same method in 
preaching. Such had really been the effect of 
the speculative turn given to theological instruc- 
tion. Students of theology had come from the 
university expert and disputatious metaphysi- 
cians, rather than evangelical pastors, well 
qualified by their own experience of divine truth 
to impart it with sincerity and earnestness to 
others; and the piety of the church wanting its 


_ * Vide Neander, Allgem, Kir 
wee ; gem. Kirchengeschichte, b. 


* Vide Schleiermacher, in the last article in his 
‘* Zeitschrift,"’ s. 29, and especially s. 299—304; 
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proper nutriment, the simple truth of the gospel 
had long been declining. The first theologians 
at Halle sought to remedy these evils at their 
very source, to apply the doctrines of salvation 
to their own’ case, and keep their own hearts 
alive to the practical influence of revealed truth ; 
and then to induce their hearers to abstain from 
useless questions, and see to it that they them- 
selves were builded upon that foundation, which 
it would be their duty to point out to others, and 
to show them how the doctrines of the Bible 
should be exhibited in order to answer the ends 
for which they were given—the conviction and 
conversion of sinners, and the consolation and 
encouragement of believers. It was in pursu- 
ance of these objects that Franke delivered his 
“« Lectiones Parenetice,’? which were followed 
by more real and lasting benefit than any other 
part of his academical labours. They were first 
delivered by him in his own study, and after- 
wards in the public hall of the theological fa- 
culty, one hour a week—viz., from 10 to 11 
o’clock on Thursday, when other exercises were 
suspended, that all the students in the theologi- 
cal department might be at liberty to attend. 
In the preface to the first collection of these 
lectures, Franke gives the following account of 
them :—* I have not been accustomed to follow 
any particular method in these lectures, but 
have made it my rule to say on each occasion 
what I saw then to be most necessary to the 
students in theology, either to promote their 
thorough conversion and Christian walk, or the 
wise and orderly prosecution of their studies, 
that they might be at length sent forth as faith- 
ful, wise, and useful labourers in the vineyard 
of the Lord, each according to the gift granted 
to him by God.” 

Such were the principles of the founders of 
the university at Halle respecting the study of 
theology; and it deserves to be remarked that 
on these principles, and these alone, theology is 
a distinct and independent science. On these 
principles, it is the science of truths revealed by 
God and received by faith, and is thus, in a two- 
fold sense, divine—viz., as to the original source 
of its truths, and the organ through which they 
are transmitted to the reflecting mind; that faith 
which the Holy Spirit produces in the heart. 
It is in this way distinguished from all human 
sciences; not that the scientific effort of the 
mind (the effort to bring connexion and unity 
into our various experiences) is different in the 
two cases, for this is not supposed ; but that the 
materials about which this scientific effort is 
employed are different in theology and in human 
sciences. This is a distinction which the im- 
mortal Bacon acknowledges in a passage which 
deserves careful consideration at the present 
time :—* Scientia aquarum similis est; aquarum 
alie deseendunt celitus, alia emanant e terra. 


Etiam scientiarum primaria partitio sumenda est 
ex fontibus suis; horum alii in alto siti sunt; 
alii hic infra. Omnis enim scientia duplicem 
sortitur informationem. Una inspiratur divini- 
tus; aliter oritur a sensu. Partiemur igitur 
scientiam in theologiam et philosophiam. 'Theo~ 
logiam hic intelligimus inspiratam, non natura- 
lem.”’* By this division of the sciences accord- 
ing to their sources, a perfect independence of 
all others is secured to theology. ‘The believer 
in revelation draws the doctrines of his creed 
from a higher source, and so holds them with 
perfect certainty, without waiting for the results 
which may be attained in the lower sphere of 
philosophy. Indeed, he considers them not only 
as true, but as the test and standard of all truth, 
and so he looks without fear for the stability of 
his faith upon the highest advances of light and 
knowledge. Are,any discoveries alleged, or 
any hypotheses maintained in opposition to the 
truths of revealed religion, he presupposes the 
latter to be true, and concludes that the former, 
however plausibly supported, are false. In short, 
he acknowledges the correctness of the princi- 
ples of science and philosophy only so far as 
they admit a source and order of truth above 
their measure; and the validity of their results 
only so far as they illustrate and confirm, or at 
least are consistent with, the doctrines and faets 
of revelation. This is indeed an elevated stand, 
but one which the believer in revelation is en- 
titled to assume, and has always been able to 
maintain. Where is the declaration of Scripture 
which has been fairly disproved by philosophy, 
or by any of the sciences, most of which have 
begun to exist since the Bible was written? On 
the other hand, how universally have the theo- 
ries and alleged discoveries, which were sup- 
posed to invalidate the Scriptures, proved in the 
end false and imaginary. From every attack 
of an infidel philosophy the truth of revelation 
has come off triumphant, justifying the confi- 
dence of those who implicitly receive it, and 
putting to shame the exultation of unbelievers. 
So far from bringing up the rear, the science of 
revelation has led the van in this general march 
of knowledge and improvement, and has in many 
cases from the first held forth truths which phi- 
losophy afterwards adopted when it became 
more enlightened.t 

How unworthy, then, of the dignity and inde- 
pendence of the true theologian is the procedure 
of some of the modern professors of theological 
science, who are ready to relinquish the clearest 
doctrines of the Bible on the first semblance of 
discrepancy between them and a philosophy 
which acknowledges no revelation. There are 


* De dignit. et augm. Scientia. 1. ili. cap. 1. 

+ Consider—e. g., the doctrine of creation from 
nothing, long a doctrine of theology, but only lately 
of philosophy. = 
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many styled theologians who do not hesitate 
to abandon such truths as the creation of the 
world, the fall of man, native corruption, vica- 
rious atonement, future resurrection, heaven and 
hell, on the first flourish of arms from the corps 
of infidel dilettanti. But they forget that geo- 
logy, anthropology, and the kindred sciences, 
which they seem to consider infallible, are from 
their very nature as experimental, incomplete, 
and cumulative, continually leaving earlier re- 
sults behind. They forget that there are other 
hypotheses equally supported which tend to 
confirm revelation, and that what God has spo- 
ken—the firm prophetic and apostolic word—is 
not subject to human revision. By their gra- 
tuitous concessions to philosophy and science, 
they deprive Christian theology of its proper 
elements, and Christian faith of the ground of 
its reliance. ‘They make thg great truths upon 
which the heart must rest for consolation and 
hope, dependent upon the advances of the expe- 
rimental sciences. We are thus left to drift 
about on this dangerous sea, while the holy 
heights to which we once lifted our eyes, and 
beheld them kindled with the revealed glory of 
heaven to guide us on our passage thither, now 
burn only with the uncertain fires of this modern 
illumination. These are, indeed, unhappy con- 
sequences, but we are told they are inevitable. 
Theologians, itis said, have no choice left them, 
and must adopt the splendid results which are 
every day disclosed in all departments of know- 
ledge; and if they would not suffer theology to 
fall into contempt, must admit some compromise 
between its antiquated doctrines and the rapid 
progress of light. 'To effect this compromise is 
the office assigned to modern raTionaLism by 
one of its ablest apologists. Rationalism, says 
Bretschneider,* desions to restore the interrupt- 
ed harmony between theology and human sci- 
ences, and is the necessary product of the scien- 
tific cultivation of modern times. But whence 
the necessity of this compromise? It is a ne- 
cessity with which the believer in revelation 
can never be pressed, and which certainly was 
was not felt by theologians of the old stamp. 
They had not asserted their independence of the 
pope and the schoolmen only to yield it again 
to the empiric; and as to the advantages of this 
compromise, what has really been accomplished 
by this far-famed rationalism after all its pro- 
mises? It professed friendship for Christianity, 
but has proved its deadly foe; standing within 
the pale of the church, it has been in league 
with the enemy without, and has readily adopt- 
ed every thing which infidelity could engender, 
and as studiously réjected every thing which true 
philosophy has done to confirm the truths of re- 
velation. It promised to save theology from 


* Vide his ‘‘ Sendschreiben,’’ s. 78. 


contempt; and how has this promise been per- 
formed? In the days of Spener, theology was 
the queen of sciences, so acknowledged by the 
mouth of Bacon, Leibnitz, Haller, and others, 
their chosen oracles. She wore the insignia of 
divinity, and ‘filled her odorous. lamp” at the 
very original fountain of light; but, in an evil 
hour, she took this flattering rationalism to her 
bosom. Now, stripped of every mark of divi- 
nity, cut off from her native sources of light, and 
thrust out into the dark, this foolish virgin is 
compelled to say to her sister sciences, “ Give 
me of your oil, for my lamp has gone out.” 

The establishment of the school of theology 
at Halle forms, as was above remarked, an epoch 
in the history of this science. It gave anim 
pulse which is still felt both for good and for evil. 
and which will probably be still felt for many 
ages to come. ‘To the direct influence of this 
school, considered as reviving and perpetuating 
the spirit of the Reformation, may be attributed 
all the favourable results of free and unshackled 
inquiry in matters of faith. To its indirect in- 
fluence—to the abuse of the principles upon 
which it was established—must be ascribed 
those unprecedented evils which have been 
lately inflicted upon the German church. In one 
way or another, this school stands connected 
with those great diverging tendencies, whose 
violent conflict have made the last period of 
theological development more interesting and 
important than any which have preceded. The 
principles of Spener, made effective by the la- 
bours of his faculty at Halle, are the secret 
leaven which has wrought all this commotion in 
the once lifeless mass of orthodoxy. It would 
be highly interesting to follow down the history 
of this school, and trace minutely the salutary 
influence of its principles, as far as they have 
been observed, and the evils resulting from the 
abuse of them. My narrow limits, however, 
will permit me only to describe very briefly the 
issues of these principles in pzetism on the one 
hand, and rationalism on the other, and to show 
in what points these two opposing directions 
deviate from the just medium of this Protestant 
school of biblical and practical theology, to 
which they both claim to belong. 

We have seen, that according to the principles 
of this school, faith and science, nvores and yra- 
ots, are made essential to the theologian. And 
in the early teachers of this school, and some 
of their immediate successors, we have fine ex- 
amples of the just balance and mutual influence 
of piety and learning. Their piety was regular, 
enlightened, and uniform, through the influence 
of their knowledge of religious truth; while 
their knowledge was humble, vital, and sound, 
through the influence of faith and piety. But 
one acquainted with the imperfection of human 
nature, and with the history of the church, coul 
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hardly expect that this happy combination 
would long continue. Piety, which has its seat 
in the feelings, has ever tended to shun the 
restraints and regulations which reflection and 
system impose; and speculation has been equally 
prone to dissociate itself from piety, and to 
abandon the Word of God and Christian faith 
as the unly foundation of religious knowledge. 
At an early period of the church, we-see the 
practical and theoretical spirit in violent oppo- 
sition, under the peculiar forms and names of 
montanism and gnosticism. At a later period in 
the western church, the elements of nvorus and 
yveous were again separated and in conflict, 
assuming the new type of mysticism and scholas- 
ticism. And in the period now under conside- 
ration, the same contention again exists, under 
the still different aspect of ascetic pietism and 
rationalism. The practical tendency of the 
founders of this school, being unaccompanied 
in some of their successors by the theoretical 
tendency, degenerated into a dark, ascetic, 
bigoted pietism. Their theoretical tendency, 
being in others of their successors separated 
from the practical,—the head divorced from the 
heart, degenerated into that cold and malignant 
form of speculation known by the name of ra- 
tionalism. 

The first instance in the latter period in which 
we discover the incipient alienation of the prac- 
tical from the theoretical direction of mind, is 
the opposition which arose at Halle to the phi- 
losophy of Wolf. It was very natural for theo- 
logians to feel, that Wolf allowed too much 
scope to speculative reason when he attempted 
to demonstrate the highest problems of meta- 
physics, the existence of God, the immortality 
of the soul, the freedom of the will, &c., with 
mathematical precision and certainty. And in 
condemning these assumptions of reason re- 
specting matters of faith, the theologians of 
Halle only anticipated the sentence which Kant 
and his followers afterwards pronounced upon 
the dogmatism of the earlier philosophy. The 
jealousy in guarding the province of faith against 
the invasions of speculative reason thus excited, 
was heightened by the writings of the English 
and French deists and free-thinkers, then begin- 
ning to be known and circulated in Germany. 
Upon these writings they looked with abhor- 
rence; and at length the thought naturally arose, 
that if such were the results of philosophy, it 
was the foe of religion, and should be wholly 
discarded. But when they arrived at this partial 
and rash conclusion, and acted according to it, 
they fell into the excesses with which the same 
mistake has always been attended. From the 
neglect and contempt of scientific cultivation, 
their views of divine truth soon became super- 
ficial. Their piety became more and more a 
matter of mere feeling, and, wanting the re- 


straints of reflection, degenerated into wild en- 
thusiasm, or dark, severe, and ostentatious 
bigotry. These results have almost invariably 
followed an undue jealousy of learning in mat- 
ters of faith, and teach, in a language too loud 
and distinct to be disregarded, the importance 
of a thorough acquaintance with systematic the- 
ology. ‘Too much practical religion we cannot 
have; but that the highest purity and safety of 
the church demand more attention than is usu- 
ally paid in this country to the science of the 
Christian religion, can hardly be questioned. 
It should be remembered, that it was upon this 
degenerate and corrupt pietism, which began to 
infect the body of the church when the science 
of religion was neglected, that the corrosive 
poison of infidelity first seized and fed. Had 
the ardent and practical piety of all the succes- 
sors of the first teachers at Halle been associated 
with the theoretical spirit, as it was in Freyling- 
hausen, Baumgarten, and a few others, infidelity 
could never have made such ravages in the 
church. 

Far more fatal, however, is the other of the 
above-named divergences from the principles of 
the biblical school of theology. Speculation on 
the subject of religion, where living faith is not 
associated with it, is attended with a twofold 
danger. The true spiritual understanding of the 
truths of religion being dependent upon the 
principle of faith, where this does not exist, error 
in doctrine is almost inevitable. But, what is 
more important to be considered, the only anti- 
dote to the pride and blindness of natural reason 
is the corrective, sanctifying influence of faith 
as a living principle in the heart. Where reason 
is unhumbled, and its disorders are unrectified 
by the pervading influence of true piety, its ex- 
ercise on the subjects of religion cannot be salu 
tary, or even safe. The unbeliever is therefore 
doubly disqualified for forming a right judgment 
upon the particular doctrines of religion, and for 
combining them into a correct system ; he wants 
that experience by which alone he can truly un- 
derstand them, and that humility and reverence 
for the deep things of God, which is the only 
spirit of inquiry congenial with the truths of the 
gospel. 

The nature and effects of rationalism, the 
great object of which is, to deny that the Holy 
Scriptures and Christian faith are the only and 
essential foundation of religious science, and to 
proclaim the reason of man as the source and 
arbiter of the truths of religion, has been already 
briefly described. A few words in addition, re 
specting its relation to this protestant school of 
theology, will be sufficient for my present object. 
It is well known that rationalists profess to act 
in accordance with the principles of protestant- 
ism, when they carry their freedom of investi 
gation even to the point of denying alike the 
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fact and the possibility of revelation. But this 
freedom is entirely different from that for which 
the protestants contended. In performing their 
work as protestants, they assumed both the fact 
and authority of revelation. ‘They had, indeed, 
in the legitimate use of reason, well investigated 
these points, and did not receive the Scriptures 
as the word of God without conclusive evidence. 
But they contended only for entire freedom from 
ecclesiastical authority in determining what the 
Scriptures, admitted to be a revelation from God, 
really taught to men. They asserted the right 
of the Christian believer to derive the truths of 
Christianity from revelation itself, in contradis- 
tinction to the authority of any uninspired men; 
but by no means the right of any man to receive 
or reject at option the fact or the authority of a 
revelation, This right, by whomsoever claimed, 
is not the right which Luther or Spener advo- 
cated. In performing their work as reformers, 
they thus assumed the principles which ration- 
alists deny. They came forward appealing to 
the testimony of Christ, of prophets and apos- 
tles, against the errors and abuses of the church. 
Rationalists claim fellowship with them, while 
they question and deny the validity of this very 
testimony. The protestants did not undertake 
to lay another foundation than that which is laid; 
and wished only to prove the work of every man 
who builds thereon. But rationalists strike at 
the foundation itself; they set aside the whole 
historic basis of Christianity, and would sub- 
stitute for the unerring word of God and Chris- 
tian faith, which are the same in every age, the 
fallible, unsanctified, and changing reason of 
man. ‘The protestants were reformers only, but 
rationalists are znnovators and revolutionizers, 
aiming to overturn the whole Christian system. 
The protestants, in short, protested against the 
errors of the Romish chureh ; rationalists, against 
the truth of the gospel. It must be obvious, 
then, that rationalism can claim but little kin- 
dred with the true spirit of protestantism, and 
bears a much nearer affinity to that wild, revo- 
lutionary, infidel spirit, which arose at nearly 
the same time in France, and swept over the 
face of Kurope. 

It would be a mistake also to suppose, that 
rationalism, like the Alexandrine Gnosis, or the 
scholasticism of the middle ages, is objection- 
able only in the excess to which it carries spe- 
culation on subjects of faith. This excess is 
indeed contrary to the maxims which we have 
been considering, which require a just propor- 
tion between faith and knowledge. It is not so 
much, however, the quantity as the quality of 
speculation, which constitutes the malignity of 
rationalism. It is speculation without the cor- 
rective influence of a sanctified heart; it is rea- 
son in all its natural pride and darkness, un- 
humbled and unenlightened by divine influence; 


it is science wanting that heavenly cHARITAS, 
cujus mixtio, says Bacon, temperat scientiam, 
eamque saluberrimam efficit, and without which, 
oynis scientia malignum quid habet venenosum- 
que, flatuosis symptomatibus plenissimum it is 
this character and quality of speculative reason, 
and not its mere excess, which makes rational- 
ism the terror and abhorrence of religion. 

These diverging tendencies had already be- 
come distinct when our author appeared upon 
the stage, and the theologians of Halle were 
then divided into different schools, according as 
they adhered more closely to the principles of 
Spener and Franke, or fell in either with the 
more ascetic or the more free and liberal princi- 
ples then prevailing. His father had been elect- 
ed in 1737 to the theological faculty at Halle, 
and was associated with the younger Franke in 
the direction of those institutes of learning and 
charity which are generally known by the name 
of the Orphan House. He had seen the exam- 
ple, and heard the instructions, of the founders 
of the university, and was one of the few who 
had walked in their footsteps. He laboured, 
though with a mildness and moderation which 
won the praises even of his opponents, to pro- 
mote practical Christianity, in opposition to the 
bold and reckless speculations of some of his 
colleagues. His only son, the author of these 
lectures, George Christian Knapp, was born in 
the Orphan House at Glaucha in Halle on the 
17th of Sept., 1753, and received his early educa- 
tion in the Royal Pedagogium, one of the cluster 
of institutes there established by Franke.* Ina 
brief account which he himself has given of his 
early life, he mentions a fact not a little credit- 
able to the personal character of his father. 
‘«« Nec tamen acquievit pater,”’ says he, ‘in pub- 
lica illa, qua in scholis fruebar institutione; sed 
ubi vacuus a negotiis erat, ipse me instituit; et 
quid in schola profecissem pereunctando cogno. 
vit, variis que exercitationibus, ingenium exci- 
tare et judicium acuere studuit.” 

He entered the university at Halle, Sept. 1770, 
in the 17th year of his age, and there attended 
the lectures of Semler, the first herald of the 
false illumination then breaking upon the world, 
and of Noesselt, Gruner, and others, who were 
one in feeling and action with Semler. During 
the first year of his course, he sustained a great 
loss in the death of his father. But in pursuance 
of his counsels, and in the very spirit of those 
early teachers at Halle whom he had been 
taught from his youth to venerate, he devoted 
himself to the study of the original Scriptures, 
and made it his great object to become thorough- 
ly acquainted with the language, the facts, and 
the doctrines of the Bible. With what unusual 
success he prosecuted these exegetical studies, 


* For an account of these institutes, vide Biblical 
Repository, vol. i. No.I p. 30, 
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may be inferred from his programm, “ Ad Vatici- 
nium Jacobi,’ Genesis, xlix. 1—27, and from 
his disputation, «De Versione Alexandrina,” 
both contained in his “ Scripta Varii Argumen- 
ti;”’ and also from his translation of the Psalms, 
all of which were composed and published, 
either during his pupilage at Halle, or shortly 
after its completion. 

While at the university he also pursued the 
study of the Latin and Greek classics with great 
zeal. Of the value of this study to the theolo- 
gian there can be little doubt. It not only pre- 
pares him to understand the language, and relish 
the beauties of the sacred classics, but furnishes 
him with those analogies of feeling and opinion 
which are highly important in the illustration of 
tevealed truth. The writings of Dr. Knapp are 
everywhere enriched by the various illustrations 
of scriptural ideas, which he draws from Grecian 
and Roman literature. 

He completed his studies at Halle, in April, 
17745; and after an absence of a few months, 
which he spent in study at Gottingen, in visit- 
ing the most celebrated cities in Germany, and 
forming acquaintances with the most distin- 
guished men, he returned, and in 1775 began to 
lecture upon Cicero, and also upon the New 
Testament, and some of the more difficult por- 
tions of the Old. He was at that time in feeble 
health, and probably could hardly have believed 
that he should be continued half century in 
the employment which he then commenced. 
The unusual approbation with which he was 
heard in these courses obtained for him the 
appointment, first of Professor Extraordinary 
(1777), and then of Professor Ordinary (in 1782). 
In addition to his exegetical courses, he now 
lectured on church history and Jewish and 
Christian antiquities. But he was not, like the 
great majority of the professors in the German 
universities, employed merely in academical 
labours. On the death of Freylinghausen (1785), 
he and Niemeyer were appointed Directors of 
Franke’s Institutes, and continued jointly to 
superintend these noble and extensive establish- 
ments for more than forty years. In the division 
of duties, the oversight of the Bible and rais- 
sionary establishment fell to Dr. Knapp, and 
he was thus brought into connection with the 
Moravian brethren. 

It was in the summer of the same year in 
which he received this appointment, and after 
ze had often lectured on subsidiary branches, 
that he commenced the composition of the lec- 
tures on theology now presented to the public. 
As he continued his regular courses in exegesis 
and history, was occupied partly in the concerns 
of the institutes, and was moreover often inter- 
rupted in his studies by severe illness, he did 
not complete them before the summer of 1789, 
when he first read them before a class of 186. 
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After this time he continued to lecture on theo- 
logy (though Jatterly in shorter courses) until 
near his death, and always to numerous audi- 
tories. 

But while his life passed away in these pur- 
suits so congenial to his taste, he was not freed 
from those pains and sorrows which are the 
common lot of man. His peaceful professional 
career was frequently interrupted by the poli- 
tical disorders of the times, and the repeated 
occupation of Halle by foreign troops. His do- 
mestic peace was also invaded by the Jong-con- 
tinued illness of his wife, and by the violent 
sickness with which he himself was often at- 
tacked, and the constant infirmity under which 
he laboured. These evils, however, great as 
they might be, must have appeared trivial in 
comparison with those with which he saw the 
church afflicted. He was called to behold new 
principles, which he regarded as false and dan- 
gerous, rapidly supplanting those in which he 
had been educated, and to which, from his own 
conviction, he was attached. He was compelled 
to hear the truths which he held most sacred 
and precious treated with profane levity. He 
found tumself, at last, the only decided advocate 
of evangelical religion among the professors at 
Halle, and exposed to ridicule and contempt for 
teaching the very doctrines in which Spener 
and Franke had most gloried. ‘These were trials 
under which his natural firmness and composure 
must have failed him, and in which he could be 
supported only by a pious confidence in God. 
He cherished this confidence, and through its 
influence remained unmoved during times of 
unparalleled darkness and danger. Nor was his 
confidence misplaced. Towards the close of his 
life the prospect seemed to brighten. The better 
times which Spener thought so near, but which 
had been long delayed, seemed again approach- 
ing, and it was not difficult to discern the signs 
of a new epochat hand. On the third centennial 
festival in commemoration of the Reformation, 
which occurred in the year 1817, the slumber- 
ing spirit of the evangelical churches was 
awakened. In a programm which our author 
delivered on that occasion, and which is inserted 
in his ‘Scripta Varii Argumenti,” he poured 
forth his pious supplications in behalf of the 
German church and his beloved university in a 
strain of unusual eloquence. From that time 
he had the joy of beholding the cause which he 
held most dear gradually gaining ground. His 
own reputation, too, increased with his declining 
years. And among the most cheerful passages 
in his life, is that which occurred just before its 
close. On the first of May, 1825, he had been 
fifty years connected with the theological faculty 
of the university, and, according to an established 
custom, a jubilee festival was then held in his 
honour; and many were the marks of personal 
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affection and esteem, as well as the civic and 
academic honours, then heaped upon the vene- 
rable and happy. jubilar. ee 

Not long after this, while he was continuing 
his summer course of theology, he was seized 
with a violent illness, from which he never re- 
eovered. He died in-peace and Christian con- 
fidence, on the 14th day of October, 1825, in the 
73d year of his age. According to his particular 
direction, his remains were interred privately, 
early on the third morning after his decease, in 
his family tomb, by the side of his wife, who 
had died eight years before. He requested, with 
that genuine modesty for which he was always 
distinguished, that in the public notices of his 

- death nothing should be said to his honour, and 
that it should only be witnessed of him that he 
lived by faith in the words, “I know that my 
Redeemer liveth.” 

Few are the men whose lives are so uniform, 
happy, and useful. Born and educated in the 
midst of those noble institutes which stand a 
living monument of the faith of their founder— 
blessed with the example and instructions of a 
father, high in office and eminent for excellence 
and learning,—the inheritor of his virtues, and 

‘ called afterwards by Providence to succeed him 
both as director of Franke’s Institutes and as 
theological professor,—richly provided with the 
means of improvement, and freed from the em- 
barrassments with which the acquisition of 
learning is often attended,—received with fa- 
vour at the very commencement of his profes- 
sional duties, and through all the variations of 
public opinion and feeling thronged by pupils 
who loved and revered him,—encircled in his 
family with children and friends, by whom he 
was fondly cherished,—in his old age permitted 
to witness the brightening prospects of the cause 
which was nearest his heart, and honoured with 
every mark of public confidence and esteem ;— 
he was indeed signally favoured of God. He 
was faithful in the trust committed to him, and 
found God faithful to his promises. His labour 
was not in vain in the Lord; he was blessed 
during his life, and in death his remembrance 
does not perish. ‘+ Wherever the news shall 
reach,’’ says Niemeyer, his colleague and eulo- 
gist, “that this gifted teacher is for ever re- 
moved from the sphere of his labours, there will 
witnesses arise who willacknowled ge how much 
they owe to his instructions ; and even beyond 
the sea his memory will be cherished and his 
name not forgotten.” 

I shall close these prefatory remarks with a 
general view of the character of Dr. Knapp, and 
with some more particular information respect- 
ing the Lectures now offered to the public. 

His bodily constitution was frail and sickly, 
even from his childhood. He had a complica- 
tien of disorders, which would have consigned 


one less zealous for a life of usefulness, and less 
resolute in adopting and pursuing the means 
necessary to attain it, to an indolent and unpro- 
fitable existence, or to an early grave. ‘That 
sickness and bodily infirmity had not this effect 
upon him, must be attributed to the exact course 
of discipline which he pursued. In all things he 
practised the most rigid temperance, and daily 
took bodily exercise in the open air, measured 
almost by the minute, and uninterrupted by any 
severity of weather. ‘“ We could hardly have 
thought,” says Niemeyer, in his funeral address, 
‘¢ when we saw him, weak and exhausted, con- 
tending with the rude elements, supported by 
his pilgrim staff, that his frail earthly tabernacle 
could endure so long.” Such was the effect, 
however, of the rigid discipline which he main- 
tained, that he reached an advanced age, in the 
midst of arduous public duties, in which he was 
rarely interrupted, and died at length without 
having kept his bed for a single day—an exam- 
ple worthy of the consideration of the irresolute 
hypochondriac who broods over his ailings, and 
lives a burden to himself and those about him. 

In his personal character he was rather amia- 
ble than commanding. He possessed in an 
unusual degree that mildness, benignity, and 
gentleness of disposition which wins affection, 
and that integrity, guilelessness, and perfect 
simplicity of heart which secures confidence. 
In his intercourse with others he was unassum- 
ing, and entirely free from suspicion and jea- 
lousy. “He was distinguished for punctuality 
in the fulfilment of all his engagements, and 
was one of the few men who do every part of 
duty in its proper time and place. His personal 
faults were those which almost invariably ac- 
company the excellent attributes of character for 
which he was distinguished—a degree of timid- 
ity, too great-desire to please, and fear to offend, 
and pliability in trying emergencies, where the 
highest degree of energy is required. 

As to the religious character of Dr. Knapp, 
the evidence in favour of his strictly evangelical 
piety is clear and decisive. There is no proof of 
any sudden alteration in his views and feelings 
on the subject of personal religion, and there are 
no means, therefore, of ascertaining the precise 
period when his spiritual life commenced. His 
is one of the thousand cases in which early pa- 
rental instruction, by exciting the religious sen- 
sibilities of the soul, prepares the way, through 
the divine blessing, for the higher life of faith. 
The influence of these early parental instructions, 
in restraining from hardening vices, and in awa- 
kening the moral impulses of the soul, cannot 
be better described than by his own words :<~ 
‘Vite morumque precepta, que mili puero et 
juveni a. b. parente graviter quidem, sed tamen 
peramanter, inculeabantur, crebreque exhorta- 
tiones ad studium pietatis in Deum ac veri 
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rectique amorem, menti mee tam alte infixe 
heserunt, ut earum memoria nunquam deleri 
poterit. Nam post ejus obitum quoque, si forte 
adessent peccandi illecebre, quibus tentari ju- 
venilis etas solet, statim ejus imago animo meo 
obversabatur, simulque in memoriam revocabam 
cohortationesomnemque institutionem paternam, 
qua juvenilis animus mature erat imbutus. Hac 
cura ac diligentia parentum effectum est unice, 
ut varia pericula atque incitamenta ad peccan- 
dum, quibus multos equalium, optime spei ju- 
venis, in academia presertim, succumbere vidi, 
feliciter superarem.” 

The good effect of these pious counsels was 
in some degree counteracted for a time by the 
extremely dangerous circumstances in which he 
was placed at the university, and especially by 
the instructions of the neological professors, 
which were as unfavourable to vital piety as 
they were to sound doctrine. He was naturally 
somewhat affected by the spirit of the times, 
though he was never carried so far as to Jose his 
confidence in the authority of the Scriptures, or 
to join with the scoffers by whom he was sur- 
rounded in deriding things sacred. Through 
the blessing of God he was speedily recovered 
from this temporary aberration, and became 
more and more in earnest about his salvation. 
About the time he was chosen ordinary profes- 
‘sor, he began to keep a diary, on the first leaf 
of which he wrote as follows:—‘“I have re- 
solved to-day, with the help of God, to write 
something froin time to time respecting my spi- 
ritual condition. It is my hope that by this 
means IJ shall render myself more observant of 
my whole character and conduct than, as I must 
confess to my shame, I have hitherto been. If 
by the grace of God I succeed in this, oh, how 
shall I bless this day!’ It was not, however, 
until eight or ten years after this period that he 
gave that clear evidence of evangelical piety 
which he exhibited during the latter part of his 
life. In 1794 he became more decided in oppo- 
sition to the prevailing unbelief, and in the love 
and defence of truth ; and it is at this period that 
one of his eulogists* dates his conversion. The 
fact, however, probably was, that at the time 
specified the inward life of God in his soul, 
before hidden, and by adverse influences almost 
extinct, became more evident and vigorous. As 
the ways of God in leading men to Christ are 
often secret and unknown, so too is the operation 
of the Spirit dwelling in believers. Its presence 
is often undiscovered; and while it secretly 
works the mortification of sinful nature and con- 
formity to Christ, the believer himself may be 
unconscious of the inward mystery of grace; 
and to others certainly it is wholly impercepti- 
ble. 


* Dr. Scheibel, of Breslau. 
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The question when his spiritual life com- 
menced is, however, of little interest compared 
with the question, how it was exhibited,—what 
were ils principal characteristics? It has been al- 
ready remarked, that in place of the enlightened 
and scriptural piety of the first teachers of theo- 
logy at Halle, some of their successors exhibited 
a gloomy, exclusive, pharisaical religion, the 
principal marks of which were an ostentatious 
display of sanctity, and total abstine.ce from the 
innocent enjoyments of life. Very far from this 
was the character of Knapp’s piety. With the 
deep feeling of his own unworthiness he always 
associated the genuine evangelical enjoyment 
arising from the consciousness of the Divine 
forgiveness and favour. This consciousness 
diffused a peace and composure within which 
influenced his external deportment, and made 
his religion attractive to beholders. Nor was 
the piety of Knapp of that high-toned mystica) 
cast which appears in many of the speculative 
theologians of modern Germany. So intense is 
the process of sublimation to which they some- 
times subject their religious feelings, that the 
solid substance of their piety seems the while 
to be quite evaporated. To any thing like this, 
Knapp was wholly indisposed by the natural 
plainness and simplicity of his character. 
Among the most prominent characteristics of 
that piety which he exhibited is the sense of 
unworthiness, and of dependence on the grace 
of God. When on the day of his jubilee his 
merits were largely recounted, he frequently 
spoke of what he had omitted to do, and was 
prone to confess himself an unprofitable servant. 
He gratefully ascribed his success in whatever 
he undertook to the blessing of God, and espe- 
cially acknowledged him as the author of every 
good thought, word, and work. His piety was 
in a high degree active; he was unwearied in 
his efforts to promote the prosperity and en- 
largement of the kingdom of Christ. By his 
practical writings he contributed much to revive 
the declining flame of piety in the German 
church, and by his exertions in behalf of mis- 
sions to spread the gospel over the earth, In 
the severe pains and heavy afflictions which he 
was called to endure, he honoured religion by 
his quiet submission to the will of God. His 
private walk was strictly conformed to the pre- 
cepts of the gospel; and to all with whom he 
was associated it was evident that his conver- 
sation was in heaven; and this it was which 
gave to his explanations"of the Bible, his lec- 
tures on theology, and all his religious instruc- 
tions, an energy and effect unknown in the la- 
bours of those whose lives do not bear witness 
to their sincerity. 

But we are here concerned with Dr. Knapp 
principally as a teacher and theological profes 
sor. For this office he was eminently qualified, 
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both by the natural endowments of his mind 
and by his acquisitions. His thoughts on the 
different subjects to which he turned his atten- 
tion were plain, natural, and solid. His know- 
ledge was deep and thorough; and he always 
cautioned his pupils against whatever was 
showy or superficial in their attainments, as 
tending to foster that pride of learning which 
from his very soul he abhorred. To know a 
little well, rather than a great deal imperfectly, 
was his invariable direction. The clearness and 
distinctness of his conceptions rendered his style 
uncommonly lucid and perspicuous. His hear- 
ers were never left in doubt as to his meaning 
by any vagueness or indefiniteness in his ex- 
pressions. These were the qualities which 
made him so highly popular as a teacher. Al- 
though he by no means fell in with the prevail- 
ing taste of theological study, his lecture-room 
was always thronged. Students who are really 
in pursuit of the truth prefer to follow the slow, 
but certain steps of a teacher, who proceeds 
in the orderly demonstrative method, rather 
than of one who is hasty and headlong in his 
decisions. No teacher was ever more popular 
in Germany than Baumgarten, and none ever 
more logical, or painfully slow and moderate in 
his delivery. In judging of the opinions of 
others, Knapp was distinguished for fazrness and 
eandour. He allowed the full weight of their 
arguments; and while he never spared that pro- 
fane trifling and contempt with which the doc- 
trines of religion were treated by many of his 
contemporaries, he did not assume to condemn 
those who differed from him merely in opinion. 
Through the exercise of this Christian candour 
and charity, he was enabled to live in perfect 
harmony with colleagues whose system of be- 
lief and manner of instruction were directly op- 
posite to his own. 

The Lectures on Theology now offered to the 
public were composed, as has been already re- 
marked, between the years 1785 and 89, and 
first publicly read during the latter year. Al- 
though often repeated after that time, and at 
each reading corrected in minor particulars, 
they remained, in all their essential features, the 
same as when first written. This will appear 
less strange, when it is considered that the au- 
thor came to the composition of them well versed 
in all the branches of subsidiary theology. But 
there is another reason which will perfectly 
account for the stability of Knapp’s theological 
system, during a period distinguished above all 
others for rapid fluctuations of opinion, and the 
rise and fall of philosophical theories. J¢ was 
built on the sure foundation of the Holy Scriptures, 
and therefore fell not, though the rains descend- 
ed, and the floods came, and the winds blew. 
He assumed at the very outset of his theological 
course, the principle, that lead where they may, 


the decisions of inspiration are to be fearlessiy 
followed. In the truth of this principle he be- 
came more and more confirmed, the more he 
saw of the uncertainty, pride, and blindness of 
human reason, in the speculations of contempo- 
rary philosophers. And most of the few changes 
which he made in his lectures were owing to 
the stricter application of this essential principle 
in cases where he had before hesitated to apply 
it, under the influence of the very different prin- 
ciples respecting the word of God which he had 
learned in the school of Semler. In his earlier 
statements respecting the doctrines of the Tri- 
nity, demoniacal- possessions, the prophecies 
relating to the Messiah, the endlessness of future 
punishments, &c., as they are given by his 
German editor Thilo, he was more conformed to 
the loose and arbitrary principles of his neolo- 
gian associates, than in his later statements, 
which the reader will find in the following pages. 

In the composition of these lectures, Dr. Knapp 
followed strictly the principles of the schvol of 
Spener and Franke. The Holy Scriptures and 
Christian experience were the source from which 
he derived the elements of his system. He en- 
deavoured to illustrate the doctrines of revelation 
by analogies from classical writers, by showing 
to what ideas in the human mind they corre- 
spond, and what wants of our nature they are 


intended to meet, and by giving a history of the * 


opinions entertained, and the various learned 
distinctions adopted respecting them in ancient 
and modern times. He then endeavoured to 
combine these doctrines, thus illustrated, into a 
thorough system. The philosophy which he 
adopted, and by which he was influenced as far 
as by any, is that popular eclectic system which 
prevailed between the downfall of Wolf and the 
ascendency of Kant. But he was especially 
faithful to the requisition, that the practical effect 
of the doctrines of revelation should be ever kept 
in view by theological teachers. Under each 
of the important doctrines he gave directions 
respecting the best mode of presenting them in 
popular discourse; and these directions consti- 
tute a very considerable part of the value of this 
work. 

I will only add a word respecting the transla- 
tion of these Lectures. I undertook it at the 
commencement of my theological studies, at the 
suggestion and with the approbation of my in- 
structers, and soon completed a hasty translation 
of most of the Articles. In correcting-the copy 
and preparing it for the press, I felt myself 
tempted to relieve the tediousness of simple re- 
vision by entering upon the wide field of theo- 
logical investigation to which I was pointed by 
the references of the author, and for which the 
library in this seminary furnishes ample means. 
This was in many cases necessary to enable me 
to understand fully the meaning of the author 
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‘rhese collateral studies have oecasioned an un- 
expected delay in the publication of this work, 
though I hope they will contribute to render it 
more complete. I have endeavoured to bring 
down the /iterature of the more important Arti- 
cles to the present time, and in doing this have 
made use of the excellent Manual of Hahn of 
Leipsic, and of Bretschneider’s «* Dogmatik.” 
I have frequently introduced important passages 
from authors referred to by Knapp, but not ac- 
cessible to readers in general. In some cases 
in which Knapp differs from the opinion com- 
monly received by theologians in this country, 
as in the doctrine of decrees; or in which his 
statements have been corrected or mended by 
later investigations, as in some portions of the 
history of the Trinity; I have either stated the 
opposite opinion, with the reasons for it, or re- 
ferred to authors where different statements can 
be found. It must not be inferred, however, 
that whenever this is not.,done, the author’s 
opinions are considered to exceptionable. 
It should be distinctly stated tay either the 
translator nor the gentlemen by wie dvice 
this work was undertaken, are vouchers e 
exact truth of all its doctrines. Of i 

y 


correctness they are well satisfied, and t 
The additions made by the translator are in- 


e 


all for which they are respons b.e 
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cluded in brackets, and are sometimes printed 
uniformly with the text, though more generally 
thrown into notes; they are in most cases, 
though not always, designated by the abbrevia- 
tion Tr. 

The translation which I have given will be 
found, if compared with the original, to be some- 
what free. I have endeavoured to express the 
meaning of the author, as he himself would have 
expressed it in English, rather than to follow 
the German, to the violation of the purity of our 
own language. The imperfect state of the ori- 
ginal text justifies a greater freedom of version 
than would otherwise be auowable. These 
lectures were published after the death of their 
author, without any alteration, from manuscripts 
which he had never prepared for the press. 
Many passages are therefore quite incomplete, 
and could be intelligibly rendered only by a 
copious paraphrase. 

I embrace this opportunity to express my 
thanks to the gentlemen who have rendered me 
assistance; and especially to my honoured 
father, to whose careful revision much of the 
correctness of this work is to be attributed. 
Leonarp Woops, Jun. 
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SECTION I. 


dF RELIGION AND THEOLOGY; AND THE DIFFER- 
ENCE BETWEEN THEM. 


I. Of Religion. 


yg ELIGION, understood sub- 
jectively, and in the widest 
a 3 sense, is commonly defined, 

Be} reverence for God, or piety to 
him. The objection which 
Staudlinand some other mod- 
ern writers have urgedagainst 
fA) this definition is not important enough 
N* to require us to abandon it. We say 
of one who performs what he acknow- 
ledges to be agreeable to the will of 
; God, that he reverences God, or is pious, 
/(colere deum, cultus dei.) Thus Kant defines 


{ religion to be, the acknowledgment of our duties 


as divine commands. It is clear that two things 
are essential to piety to God—viz., (1) The 


| knowledge of God, as to his nature, attributes, 
' &c.; of his relation to men, and his disposition 


‘towards them; and also of his will. (2) Affec- 
tions and conduct correspondent with this know- 
ledge; or the application of this knowledge. 
The science of religion, then, is that science 
which comprises every thing relative to the 
knowledge and reverence of God. The hu- 
man understanding is employed about the for- 
mer, which is called the theoretic part of reli- 
gion, (yrdous, acorcs, 7d morevew.) The hu- 
man will is employed about the latter, which is 
called the practical part of religion, (ra tpya, 76 
movsty.) These two parts must coexist. One 
is equally essential with the other. They are, 
nerefore, always connected in the discourses of 
Christ and the writings of the apostles. Vide 
John, xiii. 17; Titus, i. 1; Jas. i. 22—27. 
Vide Morus, p. 2, biblica nomina religionis, 
poBos Ozov, x. 7. d~ 

The correctness of this knowledge of God is 


/ very important in regard to our conduct. The 


human mind is compelled to conceive of God as 
the great ideal of moral perfection, and conse- 
quently, to make him the pattern for imitation. 
‘alse notions, therefore, respecting his nature, 
attributes, and_commands,-are_in the highest 
degree injurious to morality. 


But religion is often used in a more limited 


\ sense, denoting either the theoretic or the prac- 
\ tical part merely. And in either of these re- 
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Spects a man is called religious. Religtonis a 
name which is also very frequently given to the 
external rites of divine service. And thus a man 
who lives devoutly, frequents public worship, 
and observes the ordinances, is called a religious 
man. But this is a perversion of the word. 
which has bad consequences. Vide Morus, s. 2, 
not. eXtra. 

Thus far we have considered religion subjec- 
tively—i. e., in respect to those who possess it. 
But, ; 

(5) The word religion is often used objectively, ' 
to designate the whole sum of doctrines respecting \ 
God and his will. But since the notions of men 
respecting God, and accordingly their piety to 
him, are very different, religion frequently sig- 
nifies in common language the manner in which 
God is regarded, according to these preconceived 
opinions. Thus we speak of the Christian, | 
heathen, and Mahommedan religion—i. e., the / 
manner in which God is regarded according to 
the ideas of Christians, heathen, and Mahomme- 
dans. We also speak of changing, professing, 
denying, embracing, renouncing one’s religion, 
using religion in the same sense. 

Note.—The Latin word religio is derived from | 
the old word religere, and from the derivative re- 
ligens, synonymous with diligens, carcful, strict. | 
Cic. De Nat. Deor. II. 28, and Gell. Noct. Att. 
IV. 9. It signifies, literally, strictness, punctual | 
care, conscientiousness. ‘Those who exhibited’ 
zeal and earnestness in the service of God, as the 
most important concern, were therefore called 
xar’ éoxnv, religiosi; and their conduct was 
called reiigio (the name of the Deity being fre- 
quently annexed) dez, or erga deum. The word 
religio, however, and especially the plural re/- 
giones, was most commonly used in reference to 
external worship, rites, and ceremonies. Vide 
Jerusalem, Betrachtungen tiber die Wahrheiten 
der Religion, Th. I. Vide especially, die achte 
Betrachtung. 


Il. Of Theology. 

Theology is properly adyos wept Ocov, (like 
dorporoyia,) and this is either narratio de deo, 
or doctrina de deo. The most ancient heathen 
Greeks used it in the first sense. Those who 
wrote the history of the gods, their works (e. g., 
cosmogony) and exploits, in short, the mytho- 
logists, were called Sedaoyia. Pherecydes of 


Scyros, who wrote a work entitled Seoroyia, Was } 
c 25 J 
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the first who was so called. Homer and Hesiod, | in opposition to popularis and catechettea, reli- 
too, were theologians in this sense. Moses is | gious instruction suited to the comprehension 
said by Philo Seonoyecv, when he gives the his- | of common people. In the latter, the language 
tory of the creation. The fathers of the church | of the school and of the science must be avoided 5 
use the same word, sometimes in reference to | but it cannot be in the former without the sacri- 
the doctrine concerning God as a part of all re-| fice of thoroughness and distinctness. The_ 


ligion, and sometimes in reference to the doc-| terminology _of this science and the mode of 
trine of the divine nature of Christ, in opposition 


treating it _have always been influenced by the 
to oixovoyia, the doctrine of his human nature. | prevailing character of the age, and the current 
Whence the phrase, Seoroyetv Xpuoréy or Ive0- | philosophy. Vide s. 9. Tn the present state of 
pa dyvov—i. e,, to acknowledge Christ or the | the church a systematic knowledge of religion 
Holy Spirit as God. Vide Suicer, Thes. Eccles. |is indispensable even to the popular teacher. 
in verb. Morus, p. 12, s. 2, and Pref. ad Mori Epit. 
But in the twelfth century, Peter Abelard | especially p. xiv. seq. He needs it, as an edu- 
began to employ this word to denote, particu-| cated man, for the establishment and confirma- 
larly learned and scientific instruction in reli-| tion of his own faith, and for the instruction of 
gion. He wrote a system which he called theo-| others. He should only be careful to avoid the 
logia; in which respect he was followed by | systematic or scientific tone in the instruction 
most of the schoolmen. This use was preserved | of the common people and of the young, and to 
ty most of the succeeding theologians. In the | speak in an intelligible, catechetical, and popu- 
seventeenth century, many in the protestant|lar manner. The various abuses of the scien- 
church varied from it, and gave the narfle theo-| tific language of theology do not disprove its 
logia to any knowledge respecting God and| utility, or decide against its proper use. Vide 
divine things, using the word in its etymologi-| Steinbart, Griinde fiir die ganzliche Abschaffung 
cal sense. So Museus, Baier, and others. But} der Schulsprache in der Theologie, 1776, 8vo0; 
in later times, Mosheim, Semler, and others,|and the answer, Brackmann, Apologie der 
have endeavoured to revive the ancient use of | theologischen Systemsprache; Braunschweig, 
the schoolmen. Accordingly, when theology | 1778, 8vo. 
is taken in abstracto, as synonymous with divi-| Theological or scientific religion consists, as 
nity, we understand by it learned or scientific | well as popular religion, of two principal parts: 
instruction respecting God, subtilior modus dis- | viz. (1) T'he theoretic part, or theoretic theology, 
sendi doctrinam de deo. Morus, p. 11. (Glaubenslehre,) because it proposes dogmas, 
In general, therefore, theology is the know-| Sewpyuaca, theses, propositiones de religione, 
ledge of God carried to the highest degree of | which are discovered and established by reflec- 
perfection in respect to correctness, clearness, | tion and investigation. Vide Morus, Pref. p. v. 
and evidence of which it is susceptible in this | seq. It is also called theologia dogmatica, (dog- 
world. And a theologian or divine is one who| matik.) For the explanation of this term, let 
not only understands himself the doctrines of | it be observed that Soyuo, has various significa- 
religion, but is able thoroughly to explain, prove, | tions—viz., a resolve, decree, determination, or- 
and defend them, and teach them to others. dinance; then, in the philosophic sense, (a) an 
There is nothing in itself objectionable in| opintun which we have respecting any doctrine 
using theology and divinity (Gottesgelehrsam- | or principle, Col. ii. 14; (0) the principle or doe- 
keit) assynonymous. But, as Morus observes, | ¢rine (doctrina) ztse/f. Hence Pliny expresses 
p- 11, s. 1, it is inconvenient, to say the least, to| it by placitum, and Cicero by decretum; as, de- 
oppose theology to religion, and to understand | creta philosophorum, Acad. II. 9. Many of the 
by the latter, as many modern writers do, a| old fathers, as Origen, Basil, Cyril of Jerusalem, 
knowledge of God which is not learned and| employed S0yua in this sense—viz., to desig- 
scientific. Theology is employed about religion, | nate not merely an opinion respecting certain 
and has the truths of religion forits object. The-| principles and theoretic doctrines; but these 
ology, then, should not be opposed to religion; | principles and doctrines themselves. Used in the 
but theological instruction and the theological| former sense, theologia dogmatica is properly 
knowledge of religion, to the popular or catecheti- | theologia historica, a relation or exhibition of the 
eal instruction and knowledge of religion. The] opinions of theologians respecting particular 
latter is suited to men at large; the former, only | doctrines. So, for the most part, it was used 
to the learned, or those wishing to become so. |in the Romish church. Thus we have Petavit 
What we call divinity was frequently called opus de pocmaTiBus theologorum—i. e., concern- 
by the fathers yvcroes, who accordingly called ing the opinions of the fathers, &c. In this 
divines YVQOTLXOL» Morus, p- 11, n. 2, Divinity | sense, too, it was commonly employed by pro- 
is also called theologia scholastica, because it is | testants until the commencement of the eigh 
designed for the school, or for learned instrue-| teenth century. Employed in the latter sense, 
tion; also, theologia acroamatica, or academica, theologia dogmatica is the same as “heoretie, im 
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*pposiiion to practical or moral theology. In 
the same way, Seneca, Ep. 95, and others of the 
ancient stoics, divided philosophy into theoretic 
(dogmatica) and practical (parenetica). This 
name of the theoretic part of theology was intro- 
duced into the protestant church principally by 
Pfaff and Buddeus, who, in 1721—23, published 
their manuals under the title, Zheologia dogma- 
tica et moralis. Vide Stange, Symmicta, I. 156. 
(2) The practical part, morals, ethics. This was 
formerly always united, even in scientific in- 
struction, with the theoretic part of religion. So 
it was in Melancthon, (Loc. Theol.,) in Chem- 
nitz, and in all the systems of the sixteenth 
century. These two connected sciences were 
ealled theologia thelica, and the doctrines con- 
tained in them, theses, in opposition to theologia 
antithetiea,* or polemiea, (critical theology.) Ca- 
lixtus of Helmstadt, in the seventeenth century, 
was the first who undertook to separate doctrinal 
from moral theology in scientific instruction. 
Since his time this division has-remained. 

Cf. Morus, Epitome Theologie Christiane, 
pe t—9,:0. 1-44. 


SECTION II. 


OF RELIGION, AS THE MEANS OF THE MORAL 
IMPROVEMENT AND PERFECTION OF MEN. 


1. Ir is an established point that men can 
become morally better than they actually are. 
Hach individual must acknowledge that he him- 
se/f can become morally better than he actually 
is. He thus confesses that there is a possibility, 
an internal capacity (Anlage) in his nature for 
becoming better than he is. Now this capacity 
of human nature for moral advancement is an 
incontrovertible proof that man is designed for 
a higher moral perfection than he commonly 
possesses or attains; for, from the internal 
capacity which we perceive in a thing we al- 
ways must determine its destination. From the 
nature of the seed, we conclude that it was de- 
signed to develope the germ; from the nature 
and properties of the foot, that it was designed 
for walking, &c. It is exactly the same in re- 
spect to the whole intellectual constitution. 
Man was designed for all that for which he has 
an original capacity, and God can require .of 
him no less perfection than that for which he 
has designed him. 

Note.—The true destination of man, as a rea- 
sonable being, is, ever progressive moral perfec- 
tion, (holiness, as the Bible calls it,) and the 
happiness proportionately connected with it. The 


* Refutation (antithetik) is called in the Scrip- 
tures Zrcyxos, 2 Tim. iii. 16; Tit. i. 9. Hence the 
phrase theologia elenctica, tasyxtmi, (elenktik,) 
which Turretin uses. Friedmann Bechmann, a 
theologian of Jena, in the seventeenth century, 
first used the phrase, theologia polemica, and wrote 
a book under that title. Stange, ubi supra, p. 161. 
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moral feeling by which we determine what is 
right or wrong, morally good or evil, is essen- 
tially founded in our very natures. Every thing 
which opposes the great end of man, or inter- 
feres with his higher destination, is morally 
evil; and every thing which promotes this des- 
tination, or leads to this end, is morally good. 
Vide infra, sec. 51. II. 

2. Many, however, do not attain that moral 
perfection for which they were designed by God 
in the constitution which he has given them. 
In all men, without exception, ih their natural 
state, we find bodily appetite predominant, and 
far more strong than moral principle. Men are 
either deficient in the power requisite to govern 
their appetites, and to perform what is good, or 
they do not properly employ the power which 
they possess. In either case the result is the 
same; for if the powers which man possesses 
sleep unemployed, a new power is necessary to 
move, animate, and strengthen them. 

3. But man must be able to attain to that for 
which God has designed him. His destination, 
as learned from his constitution, is to increase 
continually in moral perfection. He must then 
be able to attain to this end. But man has not 
the power in himself of increasing in moral 
worth; he must consequently obtain it else- 
where. God must have appointed a means, the 
employment of which has an efficacy in promot- 
ing the moral improvement of men, since he 
cannot be supposed to have designed them for 
an end which is absolutely unattainable. 

4, It might seem, perhaps, that this means 
should be sought in a merely philosophical 
knowledge and belief of the duties which natu- 
ral law prescribes, or in the clear and lively 
perception of moral truths. Many have held 
that man could in this way be made morally 
perfect and virtuous without re/igious motives. 
When men, they say, are convinced of the ne- 
cessity of obedience to the precepts of natural 
law, and believe that rewards and happiness are 
inseparably connected with obedience, they will 
find this conviction, and this hope of the reward 
which virtue always bestows, sufficient to impel 
and empower them to the practice of goodness. 

This theory might be true in application to a 
being purely rational, such as man is not. But 
it is wholly untrue in application to a being 
composed, as we are, of reason and sense. This 
philosophical reward of virtue, and consequently, 
this merely philosophical conviction, are insuf- 
ficient to prompt the more noble virtues, such 
as the sacrifice of one’s own interest to the 
happiness and advantage of others. 

Experience, too, speaks clearly against the 
sufficiency of this means. It teaches that the 
fullest conviction of duty is far from giving men 
the power to overcome their sinful inclinations 
and desires. Let every one question himself on 
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this particular. Let him carefully examine one 
single day of his life. Besides, does it appear 
that the great multitude of the philosophical 
teachers of morals, in Christian and heathen 
lands, at present and formerly, are actually 
better and more virtuous, with all their clear 
light and conviction, than the great mass of 
other men? Vide Flatt, Magazin fiir Dogm. und 
Moral. St. I. s, 240. f. Tiibing. 1796. 

As this means, considered separately, is in- 
sufficient, it cannot be the only one appointed 
by God.. For God cannot be supposed to have 
indicated to men an insufficient means. ‘The 
knowledge and belief of the requisitions of na- 
tural law and of moral truths are, in themselves, 
very good and necessary. But from what has 
been said, it follows that some quickening power 
is needed to give this knowledge an influence 
upon the human will, and a power to overcome 
the appetites of our animal nature. 

5. This power to overcome moral evil, and to 
perform what is morally good, is to be sought 
and found only in religion, or in our relation to 
God, or in belief in God as our supreme govern- 
or, lawgiver, and judge. This power operates 
by means of that lively conviction and assurance 
which religion imparts respecting the will of 
the supreme lawgiver, and the reward of virtue 
and punishment of vice, depending upon him. 
We neither possess, nor are acquainted with, 
any stronger power than this for promoting the 
moral] perfection of the human race. This, then, 
must be the divinely appointed means, in the 
use of which men may obtain the strength which 
they need. 

In respect to religion, we find that the whole 
human race proceed in one and the same path. 
Some, indeed, deviate from it for a time, but, 
in adverse circumstanees, in those hours when 
they need consolation for themselves and others, 
they soon feel the necessity of returning. It 
must, then, be according to the nature of man, of 
which God is the author, to proceed in this path. 

Let not the great variety of religions which 
frequently stand in opposition to one another, 
be objected against us. Subtracting from all 
these different religions whatever in them is 
false or incidental, there will always be left the 
idea of piety to God, and of a righteous retribu- 
tion to be expected from him, as supreme law- 
giver and judge. This idea appears among all 
peopie and nations, as soon as they begin to 
exercise their reason. It is, indeed, very differ- 
ently modified and developed, according to the 
difference of the circumstances and of the intel- 
lectual and moral capacity of each. But, as to 
all which is essential, the whole human race are 
agreed. And it is just this essential part of re- 
ligion which is the very best spring of real or 
supposed virtues, and therefore the means ap- 
Pointed by God for the moral improvement of 


men. And since religion is appointed to maa 

as the means of fulfilling his destiny, it must 

have truth for its foundation; for it cannot be 

supposed that God would deceive man by the 

appointment of a false and unsuitable means. 
Cf. Morus, s. 4, et passim. 


SECTION III. 
OF NATURAL AND REVEALED RELIGION. 


Tue knowledge of God, his moral govern 
ment over the world, and his will, can be ob 
tained in two ways. First, by means of nature 
Vide Morus, p. 3, 4. s. 5, 6. This is a sourco 
of knowledge which even the heathen possess, 
and for the neglect of which even they have nc 
excuse, Rom. i. 20. Secondly, by means of an 
immediate or direct revelation from God. Vide 
Morus, p. 7, seq. In reference to this twofpld 
source of knowledge, religion has been divided 
into natural and revealed. This distinction is 
made by Paul, Rom. ii. 12, seq., coll. i. 19, seq. 
He calls the direct divine revelation yuo; and 
those who do not enjoy it, and know God mere- 
ly from nature, dvopov and yéuov uy tyovres. Cf. 
Ps.xix.1—6. Here belongs Acts, xiv. 16, seq., 
coll. xvii. 26, seq. 

But when nature is spoken of as a source of 
the knowledge of God, external nature alone is 
not meant, as is often supposed; but also our 
internal, moral nature, our moral consciousness. 
Every man capable of reflection finds (1) one 
source of the knowledge of God in surrounding 
nature, which, when he reflects upon it, invites 
and conducts him to a knowledge of its author, 
Ps. xix. 1—6; Rom. i. 20; Acts, xiv. 17; coll. 
Xvii. 24, seq. He finds (2) another source of 
the knowledge of God in himself, in his own con- 
science, Which distinctly acquaints him with a 
supreme and invisible judge of his thoughts and 
actions, Rom. ii. 12—16; Acts, xvii. 27—31. 

The following remarks may serve to illustrate 
this division :— ; 

1. We have before proved that the strong 
belief and assurance of the will of God, the 
supreme lawgiver, and of a retribution to be 
expected from him as governor and judge, are 
the means of our moral perfection. Vide s. 2, 
No. 5. We might hence conclude that God 
would give certainty to both of these particu- 
lars by a direct revelation. The results to which 
natural religion leads the few who have oppor- 
tunity and ability to understand it in its best 
state, are indeed important, in themselves con- 
sidered. Yet even the natural knowledge of 
God of this purer kind, leaves men in perplexing 
doubt on many very important points, as soon 
as they begin rightly to feel their wants. It 
cannot, therefore, afford them ail that assistance 
which they need for their moral improvement 
and perfection. What Pliny said (Hist. Nat. 
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XXX. 1) of his own and earlier times still holds 
true—ad religionem maximé etiamnum caligat 
humanum genus, Gesneri Chr. Plin. 757. 5, 
ef. 760, not. We should therefore naturally 
oxpect that God would supply these defects in 
natural religion by means of direct revelation. 

We must not, however, found our belief ina 
direct revelation upon an d priori demonstration. 
The simple question is, Has a revelation actually 
been made? ‘This is a question of fact, the an- 
swer to which must, of course, be sought from 
history. That a revelation has not been made, 
or is not possible, can by no means be proved @ 
priort. If the fact can be historically proved, 
all reasoning to the contrary amounts to nothing. 
Now, Christians believe that the holy scriptures 
of the Old and New Testament are the records 
of the true divine revelation. In the article on 
the’ holy scriptures we shall inquire whether this 
opinion is historically true. In the remarks 
which here follow we shall discuss some sub- 
jects by way of introduction to this inquiry. Cf. 
Jani, Versuch einer Beantwortung der Frage: 
Ob eine allgemeine reine Vernunftreligion in 
dieser Welt méglich, und von der Umschaffung 
ader Abschaffung der christlichen Religion. zu 
erwarten sey? Berlin, 1804, 8vo. 

2. All history shows that men have deeply 
telt the necessity of a direct revelation. Those 
institutors of religion who have pretended that 
their whole system was revealed from heaven 
and positively prescribed, have always been the 
best received, and have succeeded best in their 
object. Some pretended, deceitfully, that they 
were the confidants of God; others doubtless 
believed themselves to be such, and supposed 
that God spake and taught by their instrumen- 
tality. It does not concern our present purpose 
to determine whether they were in the right or 
wrong, but only how it happened that their 
claims were so readily and willingly admitted 
by their hearers. It was because they answered 
the wishes and expectations, and satisfied the 
wants, of the multitude. 

Besides, nothing but positive injunction and 
prohibition produces a deep and lasting impres- 
sion on the great mass of mankind. The voice 
of natural law alone is altogether too feeble to 
control the most numerous class of society. Na- 
tural Jaw does not sufficiently compel the atten- 
tion of men when left to themselves. And even 
if they should reflect upon it, they would find it 
destitute, in many eases, of that evidence and 
certainty which quiets the mind. They will find, 
therefore, positive commands, which give them 
this certainty after which they long, in the 
highest degree welcome. The conviction of 
having the authority and direct command of God 
for any course of conduct has more effect than 
(he strongest arguments on the duty and end of 
gan which the greatest sage could offer. For but 
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few are capable of understanding the grounds 
of moral reasoning ; and they will often at least 
suspect that the truth may be different from 
their system, and perhaps will discover solid 
objections to their own views. But one who is 
firmly convinced that God has directly com- 
manded a certain course of conduct, will obey 
the requisition, although he may not understand 
the reason and internal necessity of it; he will 
comply with the requisition because it comes 
from God, and therefore must be right and good. 
Experience, too, teaches that a merely natural 
religion is not suited to be the religion of the 
peopleatlarge. It has far too little evidence and 
power, and soon becomes corrupt, even among 
civilized nations. Let a merely natural religion, 
independent of authority, once become the reli 
gion of the great mass of mankind, and social 
order and morality are at an end. 

Since the necessity of a direct revelation is 
felt so universally, the bestowment of it by God, 
in condescension to our wants, cannot appear to 
the unprejudiced inquirer either inconsistent or 
incredible. We shall hereafter inquire whether 
there is one, among all the pretended revelations, 
which is really of divine origin. This is a 
question of fact. In the mean time, so much 
we may boldly assert, that the scriptures of the 
Old and New Testament have a decided prefer- 
ence to the sacred books of all other nations and 
religions. The best among these is the Koran, 
to which our scriptures are certainly superior. 
We may therefore establish this as an axiom- 
if a divine revelation has ever been committed to 
writing, it is contained in our holy scriptures. 

8. All will admit that God has, as a matter 
of fact, made use of the doctrines contained in 
the holy scriptures, and of the holy scriptures 
themselves, in the benevolent work in which he 
is engaged of extending the knowledge of truth, 
and of diffusing over the earth just ideas respect- 
ing his character and our destination. Many of 
the truths contained in these books are, indeed, 
perfectly discoverable and demonstrable from 
nature. But these same truths were discovered 
sooner, and were diffused more rapidly, than 
they would otherwise have been, by means of 
these books, possessing, as they do, the autho- 
rity of a divine revelation, This is proved by 
the example of nations unacquainted with these 
books and the doctrines contained in them. 
How ignorant and unenlightened on religious 
subjects were the Egyptians, Greeks, and Ro- 
mans, in the midst of all their intellectual cul- 
tivation! The peculiar privilege of the Israel- 
ites—that which made them, in an eminent 
sense, the people of God—is represented by 
Moses and the prophets to be this: that God had 
taught them his word, his statutes, and judg- 
ments, as he had not taught any other people at 
that time, Deut. iv. 7, 8; Pe cxlvii. 19, 20. 

c2 
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So the New Testament everywhere; as Rom. 
iii. 2; coll. ix. 4; and i. 19, 32; which shows 
how the light of nature given to the heathen 
had been misimproved by them. 

The studious and learned among the Greeks 
and Romans retained almost the sole possession 
of all that was valuable in the schools and in 
the writings of the enlightened philosophers. 
Resting, as their doctrines did, upon long, arti- 
ficial, speculative, and abstruse reasonings, they 
accomplished very little for the religious and 
moral improvement of the most numerous class 
of society ; though this class stood most in need 
of instruction. Add to this the observation, that 
it is easier to find proofs for a truth when once 
discovered than to discover the truth itself in 
the first instance. The nations of Europe and 
other parts of the world were destitute of just 
ideas of religion before they embraced Christi- 
anity; but no sooner had they learned the truths 
of religion from Christianity than they began to 
prove and establish them by reason, which they 
could now do in a more convincing manner than 
any of their predecessors could have done with- 
out the light of revelation. Hume said, very 
justly, that the true philosophy respecting God 
was only eighteen hundred years old. Respect- 
ing the partial diffusion of divine revelation, 
vide s. 121. Cf. Morus, s. 8, seq. p. 4—6. 
Vide Reimarus, Abhandlung von den vornehm- 
sten Wahrheiten der natiirlichen Religion ; Zieg- 
Jer, Theol. Abhand. Num. I., tiber Naturalis- 
mus und positive Religion, Gott. 1791, 8vo; 
and Staudlin, Ideen zu einer Kritik des Systems 
der christlichen Religion, Gétt. 1791, 8vo. 

4. But although natural religion must appear, 
from what has been said, to be defective and 
imperfect, it should not be despised or under- 
valued. Notwithstanding all itsimperfections, 
it is, in itself considered, a true religion. As 
Paul teaches us, Rom. i. 20, we acquire even 
from nature a knowledge of the invisible things 
of God. In ver. 19 of the same chapter, he 
says, God has revealed himself even in nature— 
i. e., in the wise constitution which he, as Cre- 
ator, has given to our minds and to the external 
world. Vide supra, No. 1. Through this wise 
constitution, according to the express testimony 
of scripture, God addresses himself to all men, 
from without and from within. He is not far 
from any one of them, and leaves himself with- 
out a witnessin none, Acts, xvii. 27; coll. xiv.17. 

Genuine and pure natural religion can there- 
fore never contradict revealed religion. Such a 
contradiction would prove clearly that the reli- 
gion pretending to be revealed was not so in 
reality. God cannot.contradict himself, nor 
exhibit himself in one light in nature, and in an 
entirely different light in revelation. The know- 
ledge of God acquired from nature is recom- 
mended and honourably mentioned in the Bible. 
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Vide Psalm xix., where ver. 1—6. treat of the 
knowledge of God derived from nature; ver. 
7—11, of that derived from revelation. Cf. Acts, 
xiv. 17; Rom. i. 19, seq.3 coll. ii. 12, seq. 

5. It pleased God, as the Bible represents, to 
give men, from time to time, such direct instruc- 
tion as they needed. He taught them in this 
way many things which they might never have 
discovered of themselves, and which they would 
not, at best, have discovered fora long time; and 
many things in which, perhaps, they had already 
erred. By this immediate revelation he con- 
firmed, illustrated, and perfected that revelation 
of himself, as-the invisible creator, preserver, 
and judge, which he had already made in the 
external world, and in the conscience of man. 
By this immediate revelation, he thus causes 
the revelation of himself in nature, which is 
commonly too little regarded, and often whelly 
neglected, (Rom. i. 21; Acts, xiv. 16,) to be 
come intelligible, impressive, useful, and wel 
come toman. Ps. xix. 7—14. 

Instruction given by God to men on subjects 
of which they are ignorant and incapable of dis- 
covering the truth by reasoning, is called positive 
(arbitraria) znstruction; by which is meant sim- 
ply, that we cannot show the necessity of the 
truth revealed by the principles of our own rea 
son, and not that God proceeds capriciously and 
unreasonably in this case, which is not suppos- 
able. Morus, p. 7, s. 1. When God thus im- 
parts to men the knowledge of those religious 
truths of which they are and must remain igno- 
rant if left to their own reason, he is said in the 
scriptures to reveal the mystery of his will, the 
deep things of the Deity. Morus, p. 8, s. 3. 

But revelation (parépoors, Goxarvdes) IS used, 
even in the Bible, in a wider, and in a more 
limited sense. Morus, p. 9,s. 4. (1) In the 
wider sense it is the annunciation of such truths 
as were, indeed, unknown to men, but at the 
same time within the reach of their minds. 
Thus gavepovy is used in respect to the know- 
ledge of God derived from nature, (Rom. i. 19,) 
and dwoxaatncet, Phil. iii.15. (2) In the nar- 
rower sense, it is instruction respecting things 
which are not only unknown, but undiscover- 
able by the human mind. (3) In the narrow 
est sense, it is divine instruction on the truths 
of religion concerning the salvation of men, 
which neither have been, nor ean be, taught by 
natural religion, and which cannot be derived 
from reasoning on the nature of things. 

Reveaied religion, then, is not opposed, but 
added, to natural religion. It repeats, confirms, 
and illustrates many of the precepts of natural 
religion, and at the same time brings tc light 
much that was before unknown. 

All this admits of an easy application to the 
Christian religion. Although the doctrines of 
the Christian religion roust not be contradictory 
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to reason, they need not be precisely the same 
as the doctrines of natural religion, as many at 
the present day contend. Although the Chris- 
tian religion is perfectly reasonable, it is still a 
postive religion, because it rests on positive in- 
struction. ‘That it is a revealed religion cannot 
be doubted, as long as the yet uninvalidated 
miracles of Jesus, and other proofs, are sure 
evidence of his immediate divine mission. To 
exhibit the great and peculiar doctrines of Chris- 
tianity as constituting a system of revealed truth, 
is the object of the present work. 

Note.—It is false to conclude, that because 
positive religion must be consistent with reason, 
it can contain only such truths as are deducible 
from reason. Positive religion must indeed em- 
brace such doctrines, and such only, as we are 
capable of understanding, and as correspond 
withsthe laws of our minds. But from this it 
does not follow that it can embrace only such 
truths as unaided reason clearly teaches. The 
works and the will of God contain mysteries 
which men are incompetent, of themselves, to 
explore. Vide Ernesti, Opuscula, Vindicie 
arbitrii divini in constituenda religione. 

The positive part of religion promotes the 
moral part of it, as much as religion in general 
promotes morality. 

The positive part of religion is that which 
contains the instructions which God has given 
us respecting those subjects in-religion which 
are not demonstrable, or which cannot be rea- 
soned out and made evident by argument. Posi- 
tive doctrines require belief and assent; but they 
do not require an acknowledgment or proof of 
their essential truth from principles of reason. 
The doctrines that there is a God, and that he 
loves men, and the other doctrines of natural 
religion, are not positive; but the doctrine that 
God has revealed himself to us through Jesus 
Christ, in and through whom he will bless us, 
is positive; for it cannot be proved from the 
common principles of reason. 

What is posttive ( positivum, Sercxov) is that 
quod ponitur, sive docetur sic esse; non quod de- 
monstratur geometricée. The following is the 
origin of this term:—The Greeks say, vowovs 
ridévar—i. €., prascribere, praecipere; for a law 
is laid down and imposed, and not demonstrated. 
This phraseology was transferred to doctrines 
(dogmata) which were prescribed or established 
without being improved. 

6. Any one who would attain to a settled 
assurance of the divine origin of the Christian 
religicn must begin his examination with the 
moral system of Jesus. He will find, on an 
unprejudiced inquiry, that this system 1s more 
oxalted and reasonable, and more decidedly use- 
ful, than any other system of morals. But when 
ae comes to put it into practice, he will soon 
find that he is no more able to obey its require- 
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ments, although he acknowledges their excels 
lence, than he is to obey the requirements of a 
merely philosophical system of morals. Vide s. 2, 
No. 4. In short, he will experience the same 
difficulties which Paul did; and find the account, 
Romans, vii. 7—25, copied as it were from his 
own soul. 

Tlow, then, can we, who are so weak, attain 
the strength which is requisite for the practice 
of virtue? Jesus and the writers of the New 
Testament everywhere answer, By believing on 
the person and whole doctrine of Jesus Christ ; and 
tn no other way. But those only really believe 
on him who are convinced that he is the very 
person which the Bible represents him, and 
which he himself everywhere claims to be. 
Now the Bible represents him as a direct 
messenger from God to men; as the greatest 
among all who have been sent by heaven to 
earth; as the Saviour,—the Christ. If we are 
convinced of this, we shall (a) believe that 
Christ and his doctrines are the means appointed 
by God for the moral improvement and happi- 
ness of men; and shall () make use of these 
means for the purpose for which they were given, 
and in the manner prescribed by Christ. Doing 
this, we shall not want strength to practise the 
moral system of Jesus. 

We see here what an intimate and necessary 
connection there is between Christian morals 
and Christian doctrines, or theology, and what 
a mistake it is to separate them. Christian 
morals are supported by Christian doctrines. 
Christian theology teaches us where we can ob- 
tain the strength which we need in order to obey 
the moral precepts of Christianity. Whoever, 
then, preaches the morals without the doctrines 
of Christianity, preaches not the gospel of Christ, 
and preaches Christ in vain. When any are 
convinced that Christ is a messenger sent from 
God, and their moral lawgiver and judge, but 
are at the same time conscious that they are 
unable to obey his moral requirements, their 
duty obviously is to follow the directions which 
he has given them, and to proceed in the man- 
ner which he has prescribed, in order to attain 
to a full certainty that he and his doctrine are 
the means appointed by God for the real moral 
perfection and consequent salvation of men. 
Vide John, vii. 17; xiv. 6. Now these direc- 
tions are fully exhibited in Christian theology. 

Note.—The division of religion into natural 
and revealed is entirely rejected by Socinus, 
Ferguson, Gruner, and some other theologians. 
Vide Gruner, Theol. Dogm. p. 9, and Diss. 
censura divisionis religionis et theologie in na- 
turalem et revelatam, Hal. 1770. ‘These main- 
tain that we owe all our knowledge of God, 
originally, to divine revelation, such as our first 
parents received in paradise, and thence trans- 
mitted to their descendants. They deny that 
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we have any knowledge of God, which, as to 
its origin, is natural. 

The scriptures do indeed teach that God re- 
vealed himself to men even in the earliest ages 
of the world; and much of this original revela- 
tion has doubtless been transmitted from age to 
age until the present time. But still this di- 
vision is not to be rejected. For (a) many reli- 
gious truths which have been revealed are dis- 
coverable, and have actually been discovered, 
by reason and the light of nature. In this di- 
vision, then, we have respect, not to the actual 
source of our knowledge of these truths, but to 
the ground on which we rest our knowledge of 
them. (6) The elements only of many revealed 
truths were communicated to our first parents. 
Men were left to examine, in the diligent use 
of their powers, the grounds of the revelation 
given them; to build higher upon the founda- 
tion already laid; and to deauce the proper 
consequences from what had been already 
taught. They obtained this additional know- 
ledge by the study and contemplation of na- 
ture; and why may not this religious science, 
thus derived from nature, be called natural 
réligion 2 


SECTION IV. 
IS THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD INNATE? 


Tue natural knowledge of God has been di- 
vided, especially by the ancients, into znnate 
(insita, congenita, Zupvtos) and acquired, (ac- 
quisita, énix¢qros.) The acquired knowledge 
of God is that which we obtain by the use of 
reason and by the observation and study of the 
| world. By the innate knowledge of God the 
ancients understood an idea of God actually 
innate in all men, brought directly into the 
world with them, and obtained neither by in- 
struction nor reflection. Pythagoras, the Pla- 
tonists, and many ancient philosophers, believed 
in these innate ideas, (anteceptz animo notiones. ) 
Vide Cic. De Nat. Deor. I. 11, seq.; Seneca, 
Epist. 117. This opinion was connected by 
Plato with his theory respecting the existence 
of the human soul before its union with the 
body. He taught that all our ideas previously 
existed in our minds; and that learning was 
anly the recollection of what belonged to our 
former condition. Des Cartes also advocated 
this innate knowledge; and many theologians 
considered it as a remnant of the Divine image 
in man. 

This opinion doubtless arose from the known 
fact, that the belief of the Divine existence al- 
ways precedes the knowledge of any thecretic 
proof of it. The conclusion then was, that be- 
cause men do not derive their belief in God 
from speculation, the idea of God must be innate. 

But the mind possesses no such innate ideas. 
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faculties. » Vide Locke, Essay on Human Un. 
derstanding. ‘The soul may be compared in 
this respect, according to Aristotle, to an un- 
written leaf, (tabula rasa,) upon which any 
thing of which it is naturally susceptible may 
be written. The mistake on this subject origi- 
nates in this way: The belief in the existence, 
nature, and attributes of God does not depend 
upon speculation, of which but few men are 
capable; the idea of God is not admitted to be 
true, because it is proved by theoretic, specula- 
tive reason, but rather because it perfectly agrees 
with the principles of moral reason, with mora. 
consciousness, or conscience; and because it is 
demanded by these principles, as has been 
abundantly shown by Kant, Kritik der reinen 
Vernunft, and elsewhere. This is the reason 
that the belief in the Divine existence always 
precedes the knowledge of any theoretic proof . 
of it. Speculative reasoning must be awakened 
and improved before we shall begin to inquire 
for the theoretic proof of the truths already 
made known to us by practieal reason, or con- 
science. 

Experience, too, stands in the way Of the be- 
lief that the idea of God is innate. The most 
uncultivated men, those in whom practical rea- 
son has not yet been sufficiently exercised and 
developed, have no idea of God and religion, 
and of course no words standing for these ideas. 
Vide Robinson, History of America; Steller, 
Beschreibung von Kamtschatka, s. 268; Olden- 
dorp, Geschichte der Mission auf den Carai- 
bischen Inseln, s. 64. The same has been 
found true of individuals who have grown up 
in the woods, entirely separated from the society 
of their fellow-men. 

If the innate knowledge of God means what 
Museus, Buddeus, and others, understood by 
it, a natural capacity of the mind, (potentia pro- 
pinqua,) by means of which the knowledge of 
God is easily attained, then, indeed, we possess 
such innate knowledge. This natural capacity 
consists in the practical reason, which begins to 
act before the other powers of the mind. ‘This 
natural capacity, however, is very improperly 
called cagnitio insita. 

Some have endeavoured to prove this innate 
knowledge from. the writings of Paul. But 
they mistake his meaning. The doctrine of 
Paul, contained in the two passages referred to, 
entirely agrees with the theory just stated. 

1. Rom. ii. 14, 15. The subject of this pas- 
sage is the moral sense or feeling which appears 
in all men, even in childhood, as soon indeed 
as the practical reason is developed. This 
feeling renders it impossible for men, whether 
extremely barbarous or highly cultivated, when 
free from prejudice and passion, to withhold 
approbation of right and admiration of virtue. 


It obtains all its ideas by the use of its natural | But.this moral feeling, as was remarked 2bove 
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etands in close connection with the idea of God, 
and leads directly to it. Paul says that even 
the heathen (47 »dmov Eyovtes) 
They, indeed, have no direct revelation (1duov) ; 
but they know from their own nature (voee) 
that the satne things are right and wrong which 
revelation declares to be so, and they act accord- 
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have this feeling | oF THE ARTICLES oF FAITH } AND THE ANALOGY 


OF FAITH. 
1. Of the Divisions of the Doctrines. 


Tue particular parts which compose the sys- 


ingly. In ver. 27 he presents the same con-| tem of theoretic religion are called doctrines of 
trast, and in ver. 15 he explains his meaning. | faéth, (articuli fidei, capita fidei Christiane :) 
They show (évde’xvvvrax) by their judgments| also, loci, from the sections and rubrics into 
and actions that the precepts of the law (76 %pyow | Which they are collected; whence the phrase 


rov vduov, what the moral law commands to be 
done or avoided) are written upon their hearts. 

This last expression is frequently cited in 
proof of innate knowledge; but it denotes 
merely an acquaintance with a subject so fixed 
and thorough that it cannot be obscured or ob- 
literated from the mind. So, Heb. viii. 10, God 
wrote his commands in the hearts of the Israel- 
ites; and Cie. Acad. IV. 1, Res in animo suo 
tnseulptas habere. Vide Wetstein, ad h. 1. 
«‘Their conscience condemns them when they 
do wrong, and acquits them when they do right. 
They cannot, therefore, be destitute of the cer- 
tain knowledge of right and wrong.” 

2. Rom. i. 19,20. The doctrine advanced is, 
that the heathen are as liable to punishment, 
when they transgress the law of nature, as the 
Jews when they transgress the precepts of re- 
velation: for the knowledge of God (70 yrworoy 
tov @zov for yviors @cov) is attainable even by 
the heathen. It is evident even to them, (¢a- 
vepov eorw év adrocs for avrocs;) for God has re- 
vealed it to them—i. e., has given them the 
means of attaining it in the natural world. So 

that even they (passing to the last clause in 
ver. 20) cannot excuse themsel¥es with the plea 
of ignorance, (es 76 elvae avtovs dwartonoynrovs- ) 
The words ra yap Sevorns are paren- 
thetical, and explanatory of the declaration that 
God had revealed himself to the heathen, ver. 
19. They show in what manner this revelation 
was made. The attributes of God, in them- 
selves invisible and inscrutable, (dopaza atrov,) 
his omnipotence and other divine perfections 
(Set67ys5), can be discovered, since the creation 
of the world, (a0 x¢ioews xdouov, while the world 
stands, cf. Luke, xi. 50,) by the observation of 
the things that are made, (wouzuace, by reflection 
upon the works of God.) ‘The knowledge here 
spoken of is, therefore, acquired knowledge, (cog- 
nitio acquisita.) 

The first of these passages treats, then, of the 
moral sense which the heathen, the civilized, 
and the savage, alike possess. The second treats 
of the knowledge of God acquired from the crea- 
tion; such knowledge as the enlightened hea- 
then philosophers had obtained by the study of 
the natural world; for with these had Paul, and 
his readers at Rome, at that time, to deal, and of 
these, therefore, he here principally speaks. 

5 


loct theologict. The whole sum of the truths 
of theoretic or doctrinal religion, exhibited in 
their proper order and connection, constitutes a 
system of doctrines, or a system of theoretic 
theology. ‘The articles of faith are divided— 

1. Into pure and mized, in respect to the 
ground upon which our knowledge of them rests. 
Pure, are those truths which we learn wholly 
from the holy scriptures ; mixed, are those which 
we not only learn from the scriptures, but which 
we can discover and demonstrate by reason. 
Morus, p. 10, ad finem. 

2. Into fundamental or essential, and wnessential 
or less essential, in respect to their internal im- 
portance, and their connection with the whole 
system of Christian truth. Vide Morus, p. 12, 
s.3,4. This division has been rendered more 
accurate by the controversies which have arisen 
in relation to the different doctrines of theology. 
The fundamental doctrines are those without 
which the system taught in the Bible is un- 
founded, and with which it must stand or fall. 
Such are the doctrines enumerated by Morus, 
p- 8. They may also be defined to be those 
which cannot be denied or contested without 
subverting the ground of Christian faith and 
hope. The wnessential doctrines are those which 
do not concern the vitals of religion, and which 
we are not required to believe in order to sal- 
vation. Vides.4. The fundamental doctrines 
are subdivided into primary and secondary. 

We subjoin the following remarks to this im- 
portant division of the doctrines into essential 
and unessential :— 

(a) This division was first distinctly stated 
in the first half of the seventeenth century, by 
Nic. Hunnius. It was afterwards adopted by 
Calovius, Museus, Baier, and others. 

(b) The term fundamental is taken from 
1 Cor. iii. 10, 11. Paul here compares himself 
and other Christian teachers to architects ; the 
Christian community to a building; the doc- 
trines of Christianity to the materials for build- 
ing. The elementary truths of Christianity, 
which Paul and other teachers preached at the 
establishment of churches, are here called the 
foundation, in opposition to the superstructure, 
which some other one at Corinth had built upon 
this foundation, (énoixodouec, and ver. 6, 7.) Cf. 
Eph. ii. 20, where the same comparison is fount. 
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Paul calls the instructica which he had given 
in the elements of Christianity, yaaa, 1 Cor. 
ili. 2; Heb. v. 123 also, royos 7s dpxns tov 
Xpisrov, Heb. vi. 1. Fundamental doctrines, 
then, in the sense of Paul, are those elementary 
truths which should be communicated to such 
as wish to understand and embrace the Christian 
religion. These elementary doctrines, as well 
as the higher truths suited to those who are 
more advanced, should all be related and never 
opposed to the great doctrines respecting Christ 
as the saviour of the world. 1 Cor. ili. 11. 

It is not, in reality, a difficult thing to deter- 
mine what doctrines the apostles regarded as 
essential to Christianity, since they themselves 
have so often and so distinctly informed us. 
We only need to pursue the Adstorical method ; 
and to follow the same principles as when we 
inquire what doctrines were considered essential 
by the founder and first teachers of the Mahom- 
medan or any other positive religion. The the- 
ologians of different sects have, however, been 
always at variance on this subject. They look 
at the doctrines of religion from points of view 
entirely different from that of the early Chris- 
tian teachers, and, of course, differ widely from 
the latter in their estimate of these doctrines. 
How, for example, can a theologian who denies 
that Christ is, what he is declared to be in 
every page of the New Testament, a messenger 
sent from God, agree.in opinion with the first 
Christian teachers respecting him, his doctrine, 
and the essentials of his religion! Now the 
theologian whose belief on this point does not 
accord with that of the apostles, is bound in 
honour to sayso. He ought not to pervert their 
language in order to adapt it to his own system. 
Many decide on philosophical principles what 
the religion of Christ and the object of his mis- 
sion should be, and then interpret the scriptures 
according to their preconceived opinions. 

If we would determine what doctrines were 
regarded by the apostles as essential to Chris- 
tianity, and were preached by them as such to 
Jews and Gentiles, we must consult those pas- 
sages in which Christ and his disciples inten- 
tionally introduce the elementary truths in which 
all were instructed. Such passages are those 
in Acts, which describe the founding of new 
churches by the apostles, that in Matt. xxviii., 
which contains the commission given by Christ 
to his disciples ; and those in which the writers 
distinctly profess to give the fundamental doc- 
trines of Christianity. Cf.1 Cor.; iii. 1 Thess. 
i. 8—10; Heb. vi. 1, seq. The following doc- 
trines are in this way ascertained to be funda- 
mental. 

1. The doctrine of the divine unity, in oppo- 
sition to the polytheism, and other connected 
errors of the heathen world. This one God, 
revealed as Father, Sor, and Holy Ghost. was 
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represented by the apostles as the author, piv 
server, and governor of all things. 

2. The doctrine respecting Jesus. (a) He ia 
the Messtan, the Saviour, (Xaz7p) the Son or 
Gop, predicted by the prophets, and attested by 
miracles. In this character he possesses an 
authority to which no other prophet could pre- 
tend. This is a point upon which Christ and 
the apostles always insist, as the peculiar and 
distinctive doctrine of Christianity, 1 Cor. iii. 11. 
And no teacher of religion who sets aside this . 
authority of Christ can be called a Christian 
teacher, however true and useful his instructions 
may be in other respects. ‘This doctrine, that 
Jesus is the Christ, is, as Paul says, the founda- 
tion upon which all the other great truths of 
Christianity are built. Wide Storr, Ueber den 
Geist des Christenthums, in Flatt’s Magazin fur 
Dogmatik und Moral, St. I. s. 103, f. Tub. 1796. 
(5) He became man, died, and rose again. He 
is now gone into the heavens, where he is ex- 
alted over all, and enjoys that divine glory which 
is his due, and whence he will come on a future 
day to be our judge. (c) He not only gave us 
ample instruction respecting our duty, but pro- 
cured us forgiveness with God, and freedom from 
the punishment of sin through his sufferings and 
death (aiua), the remembrance of which is so- 
lemnly renewed in the Lord’s supper. These 
truths respecting Christ are always represented 
as fundamental. 

3. The doctrine of the dep>avity and moral 
degeneracy of man is always presupposed and 
frequently stated in the strongest terms. 

4. The doctrine of a special divine instruc- 
tion and guidance, (xvevua aywor, yaprouara 
nvevparos.) These were afforded in various 
ways, naturally and supernaturally, to Chris- 
tians of that period, and promised to those who 
should follow. 

5. The doctrines of the immortality of the 
soul, of future retribution, and of the resurrec 
tion of the dead. The latter doctrine was 
taught in opposition to the heathen and to the 
Sadducees, 

6. The doctrine of the destination of man. 
This is holiness, and the happiness proportion 
ately connected with it. He only who has ex 
perienced a true change of heart, and who lives 
according to the precepts of Christ, can share 
in the rights and blessings which belong to 
Christians in this life, and the life to come. 

7. The doctrine of gratuitous forgiveness 
Men cannot merit forgiveness and salvation by 
obedience, either to the civil or ecclesiasticai 
law of Moses, or to the un versal moral law, 
although obedience to the latter is their indis« 
pensable duty. Paul argues this point against 
the Jews, who held the opposite opinion; he 
also shows that the law of Moses js no ongev 
obligatory upon Christians. 
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8. The doctrine of baptism. By this ordi- 
rance Christian rights are imparted and assured 
to all who are admitted into the Christian 
church. 4 

These are the fundamental doctrines which 
were taught by the apostles. 

Note.—The whole Mosaic dispensation, as all 
will admit, rested op the principles of theocracy. 
But it is equality clear from the New Testament, 
that the new or Christian dispensation rests 
on principles of theocracy and Christocracy. 
Christ is not merely a teacher, now deceased, 
fike Socrates and Plato, and other sages of an- 
tiquity, who live indeed in remembrance, but 
who now no longer exert a personal influence 
upon men. He is now, as he was formerly, 
and will always continue to be, a true and living 
king (xvpvos) and judge, (xperns Covcov xac 
vexpwy.) 

Christianity, then, in the purely scriptural 

ew of it, is no more an institute for mere in- 
struction than the ancient Mosaic dispensation. 
It does not rest its precepts upon the weight of 
the reasons by which they might be supported. 
It is a divinely constituted government, in which 
Christ is king, legislator, and judge. To his 
will, in furtherance of their improvement and 
blessedness in time and in eternity, the hearts 
of men should be united. ‘To his authority, as 
lawgiver and king, God has given abundant tes- 
timony. His will and command are therefore 
the only ground which the Bible offers for the 
unconditional obedience to him which it requires 
of all the subjects of his rule. Christ does not 
indeed omit, as our teacher, to give us reasons 
for his precepts; but, at the same time, as our 
Lord and judge, he requires obedience to his 
simple authority. These views might be proved 
trom the writings of the apostles and the dis- 
zourses of Jesus. Vide Matt. v., seq. 


Il. Of the Analogy of Faith and of Scripture. 


The analogy of faith is the connection which 
subsists between the doctrines of the Christian 
religion and the relation, arising from this con- 
nection, of these doctrines to one another and 
to the whole system. Intimately connected 
with this is the analogy of Scripture, which is 
the connection and agreement which subsists 
between all the truths contained in the holy 
scriptures. The analogy of scripture lies at the 
foundation of the analogy of faith, since the 
scriptures are the ground of the doctrines of 
faith. This agreement should subsist in every 
system; the parts should conspire harmoniously 
to one end. The propositions should be con- 
nected together into a complete whole, without 
chasms; and follow, one after another, in natu- 
ral order, without contradiction. But this is 
eminently important in the Christian system. 

The phrase analogy of faith is borrowed from 
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Rom. xii. 6. But there dvaroyla rns nlorews is 
the proportion or degree of theoretical and prac- 
tical faith or Christianity ; like pézpoy miorews, 
ver. 3. ‘The meaning is, Christians should de- 
vote the different degiees of knowledge and 
experience in religion which they may possess 
to the general good of the church. hose, for 
example, possessing the gift of prophecy, should 
be content with this gift, and employ it, accord- 
ing to the best of their ability, for the good of 
others, 

But although this term, as used in this pas- 
sage, has a different sense from that attached to 
it by theological writers, the thing itself which 
they mean to designate by it is just and import- 
ant. The analogy of faith, as they use it, 
implies, 

1. That no one doctrine of faith may contra- 
dict the other doctrines of the system; and that 
all must conspire to promote the one great end 
—the moral improvement and perfection of men. 
The doctrine of the divine justice, for example, 
must be explained in such a way as to be con- 
sistent with the doctrine of the divine goodness, 
and as to be promotive, and not destructive, of 
the improvement of men. Vide Morus, s. 6. 

2. That the doctrines of faith should mutually 
explain and illustrate each other, and be drawn 
from one another by fair conclusion. Any doc- 
trines may belong*to the system of faith which 
may be derived, by just consequence, from the 
holy scriptures, although not contained in them 
inso many words; and all the doctrines should 
be carefully preserved in the relations which 
they bear to each other. When isolated and 
viewed by itself, alone, a doctrine is apt to ap- 
pear in a false light. This is the case with the 
doctrine of the divine attributes, and with much 
of the doctrine respecting Christ. 

3. That the particular doctrines of the system 
should be exhibited in a natural connection, in 
a proper place, and a regular order. No one 
determinate method can be prescribed ; and yet 
some fixed plan should be followed through 
the whole, and into all the particulars. The 
doctrines in which other doctrines are presup- 
posed should not hold the first place. It would 
be absurd, for example, to begin a system with 
the doctrine respecting death, the Lord’s supper, 
or baptism, since these doctrines presuppose 
others, without which they cannot be understood 
and thoroughly explained. Cf. Morus, p.14,s.5 


SECTION VI. 
OF THE MYSTERIES OF RELIGION. 


1. Tur Greek pvorrpeov is commonly rendered 
mystery. It answers to the Hebrew nop, and 
signifies in general anything concealed, hidden, 
unknown. In the New Testament it generally 
signifies doctrines which are concealed from men, 
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either because they were never before published, 
(in which sense every unknown doctrine is 
mysterious,) or because they surpass human 
comprehension. Some doctrines are said to be 
mysterious for both of these reasons, but more 
frequently doctrines which are simply unknown 
are called by this name. Muvorzproy signifies, 
therefore, in its biblical use, (1) Christianity in 
its whole extent, because it was unknown before 
its publication—e. g. pvornproy miotews, 1 Tim. 
(its BB (2) Particular truths of the Christian 
revelation—e. g. 1 Cor. iv. 1; xv.51, and espe- 
cially in the writings of Paul; (3) The doctrine 
that the divine grace in Christ extends, without 
distinction, to Gentiles as well as Jews, because 
this doctrine was so new to the Jews, and so 
foreign to their feelings—e. g. Eph. i. 9; ili. 3; 
Coll. v. 6, seq. &c. 

2. The word mystery is now commonly used 
in theology in a more limited sense. Here it 
signifies a doctrine revealed in the holy scrip- 
tures, the mode of which is inscrutable to the 
haman understanding. A doctrine, in order to 
be a mystery in the theological sense, must be 
shown to be (a) a doctrine really contained in 
the holy scriptures; and () a doctrine of such 
a nature as to transcend though not contradict 
the powers of the human understanding. Of 
this nature are the doctrines respecting Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost—the unfon of two natures 
in Christ—the atonement, &c. 

To the above definitions we subjoin the fol- 
lowing observations. :— 

(1) Whether such religious mysteries are 
really contained in the holy scriptures can be 
determined only by the principles of herrneneu- 
tics. ‘She mysteries which, through ignorance 
of the original languages of the Bible, were 
supposed to be contained in many texts, disap- 
pear on a fair interpretation. They were greatly 
multiplied by the fathers of the church, since 
mysteries were in great request in their day, 
and in high esteem even among the heathen; 
they were accordingly attributed in great abun- 
dance to the Christian system. There is ground, 
therefore, for the caution given by Morus, p. 41, 
s. 32, n. 3, not to seek to increase the number 
of mysteries. But this caution is unnecessary 
at the present day, when many theologians, in 
consequence of their philosophical objections 
against mysteries, banish them wholly from 
their theories ; and, not content with this, seem 
bent to exclude them, by a violent interpretation, 
even from the holy scriptures. 

(2) Since we are unable to decide, before- 
hand, what a divine revelation will contain, we 
should not undertake to say that it must neces- 
sarily contain mysteries. Mystery is not, in 
“tself considered, an essential mark and requisite 
ef revelation But, on the other hand, we should 
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not undertake to say beforehand that a revelatioa 
cannot contain mysteries. Whether the reve- 
lation which God has given us contains myste- 
ries or not is a question of fact; and in such 
questions, demonstrations dG priort have no place. 

(3) The great object of divine revelation is 
the promotion of the moral improvement of men. 
Those dark and unintelligible doctrines, which 
are either themselves subversive of this end, or 
are wholly disconnected with the practical truths 
which tend to promote it, donot belong, we may 
be sure, to the system of revealed religion. But 
of such a character are not the mysteries of the 
Christian religion! They stand throughout in 
so close a connection with the most clear and 
practical truths, that removing them would ren- 
der these truths very different from what they 
are exhibited to be in the holy scriptures. The 
mystery of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, for ex- 
ample, stands in close connection with what we 
are taught respecting Christ, and respecting our 
duties and relations to God; and to remove this 
mystery would render our duties and relations 
to God essentially different from what they are 
represented in the New Testament. This sug- 
gests the important rule: to consider the myste- 
ries of the Christian religion not as solitary and 
isolated, but as connected with the other truths re- 
vealed in the holy scriptures. 

(4) The reason of the mystery and obscurity 
which covers many of the doctrines revealed in 
the Bible is, that the great first principles upon 
which these doctrines rest lie beyond the circle 
of our vision, in the sphere of spirit, with which 
we have only a very imperfect acquaintance. 
This is the case with the mysteries of the work 
of .redemption,—God and man united in one 
person,—God reconciled with man through the 
innocent death of his own Son, &c. Could we 
rise above the sphere of sense, and understand 
the great principles upon which these doctrines 
rest, we should doubtless find them clear, con- 
sistent, and connected, and lose all our suspi- 
cions concerning them. Even among the objects 
of our senses there are many things of which we 
cannot see the reason, and yet cannot doubt the 
reality. How many more, then, in the world of 
spirits, which is almost inaccessible to us in our 
present state ! 

(5) Since these objects lie so wholly beyond 
the conceptions of our minds, confined as they 
are within the horizon of sense; the human un- 
derstanding, in its present circumstances, should 
abstain from anxious inquiry after their internal 
and essential nature. On these subjects it be 
comes us to be modest, and to remain contented 
with the information which the holy scriptures 
have givenus. A proud and inquisitive spirit, 
on subjects like these, always leads to hurtful 
results. We are taught by the Bible, that we 
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ean never fully comprehend the objects which | 
lie beyond the circle of our bodily vision, and 
that yet we must believe in them, notwithstand- 
ing all objections, as far as they are found by 
experience to be effectual means of promoting our 
holiness or moral improvement. We must be- 
lieve in Christ, as Redeemer and Saviour; in 
God, as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; and we 
must make a practical use of these doctrines for 
the end and in the manner prescribed by Christ, 
however unable we may be to understand their 
grounds and internal connection. 

(6) Religion, as we may conelude from all 
that has been said, is a necessary result from the 
Qrinciples of human reason. It therefore rests 
tpon a faith, which is grounded on these prin- 
iples of reason; otherwise it would be super- 
stition. The great inquiry, then, on this subject, 
ts, whether this faith is rational, conformed to 


the laws of our thinking nature, and such that 
we can justify it to ourselves and others. And 
this faith will be rational, if it is not eontradic- 
tory to reason and morals. If it be contradic- 
tory to either of these, we can neither justify it 
_to ourselves nor find grounds on which to com- 
mend it to others. This faith, then, may be ra- 
tional, whether the doctrines to be believed are 
comprehensible or not. This is a point not atall 
essential to the reasonableness of faith; because 
the objects of this religious faith belong to the 
spiritual world, and are, therefore, from the very 
nature of the case, incomprehensible to man. 
The comprehensibleness of the doctrines of reli- 
gion cannot therefore be made the criterion by 
w hich their truth is to be determined, as has been 
d.ne erroneously by many modern philosophers 
ard theologians. Proceeding on the principle, 
f\.at every thing in the doctrines of religion which 
was incomprehensible must be explained away or 
rjected, they came at last, in order to be con- 
y.stent with themselves, to renounce all religion, 
satural as well as revealed; or, at best, to leave 
only the name of it behind. ‘The nature of God 
is, and must ever remain, wholly incomprehen- 
sible. We know not what he is in himself, nor 
ttie manner in which he acts. And we may say 
the same even with respect toourownsouls. If 
we consider this, we shall easily see that we 
must either give up the comprehensibleness of the 
doctrines of religion as the criterion of their truth, 
or wholly renounce religion. As we have in- 
timated above, religion is a product of our moral 
nature. It is eminently a concern of the heart ; 
- and we believe in its truths because they influ- 
ence our hearts. If we withheld our assent to 
the truths of religion till we could comprehend 
them, we should never believe; but, as human 
nature is constituted, we firmly believe, not be- 
eause we fully understand, but because we deep- 
ty feel. 


Cf. Morus, p. 41, 42; s. 32, 33. 


SECTION VII. 


GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON THE USE OF ‘TRE 
SCRIPTURES, REASON, AND TRADITION, A3 
SOURCES OF CHRISTIAN DOCTRINES. 


I. Of the Use of the Holy Scriptures. 


Tuer Bible is the proper source of our know- 
ledge of those truths of religion which Christians 
receive as revealed. The New Testament is the 
more immediate source of the Christian system ; 
not exclusively, however, of the Old Testament, 
to which constant reference is made, and which 
is always presupposed, in the New. 

If any teacher who lived before our own times 
left written monuments behind, these are the 
surest sources from which we can learn what his 
opinions and doctrines were. If he himself 
wrote nothing, the writings of his disciples and 
familiar friends are our best authority. Our 
knowledge will be more easy and sure, in »ro- 
portion to the number and completeness of these 
written records. The writings of disciples who 
were contemporary with their teacher, and his 
personal friends, are far more important in ascer- 
taining his principles than the writings of later 
followers, who are apt to introduce opinions 
foreign to the system which they undertake to 
exhibit. Socrates wrote nothing himself; but 
Plato, Xenophon, and others of his early dis- 
ciples, wrote abundantly respecting him and his 
doctrine. The disciples of these men styled 
themselves, still, the followers of Socrates, and 
continued to expound his system, but they as- 
cribed to him many opinions which he did not 
profess. All this is applicable to the New Tes- 
tament. Jesus wrote nothing himself: but 
many of his early disciples left records respect- 
ing him which are collected in the New Tes- 
tament. If these records are truly the produce ° 
tions of those disciples of Jesus whose names 
they bear (the proof of which will be given in 
the Article on the holy scriptures), they furnish, 
doubtless, the most authentic information which 
we can possess respecting the doctrines which 
Jesus himself taught, and wished his disciples 
to teach. The writings of the apostolical fa- 
thers, the followers of the first disciples of 
Christ, are of inferior authority ; and still lesu 
authentic are the traditions transmitted orally 
in the church. 

If it is true that Jesus is, what these writings 
affirm him to be, a teacher divinely commis- 
sioned, and the greatest among all whom God 
has sent into the world; and if the books of the 
New Testament were composed under that pe- 
culiar divine guidance, called inspiration, then 
we must admit that the doctrines of Christ and 
the apostles contained in them are true and 
divine. These two suppositions are the ground 
of the doctrine of the symbols of the protestans 
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church, that the holy scriptures, and especially 
the New Testament, are the only sure source of 
Christian truth, and, consequently, the only rule 
of Christian faith and practice, exclusively of 
all commandments and traditions of merely 
human origin. 

Our system of faith and morals depends, 
therefore, solely upon the authority of Christ 
and his apostles, regarded as teachers commis- 
sioned by God. If any one does not regard 
them as such, he cannot hold himself bound to 
believe their doctrines solely on their authority ; 
he must demand that his reason should be con- 
vinced by rational proofs. He may, indeed, 
hold the memory of Christ and the apostles, as 
he does of Socrates and Epictetus, in high re- 
spect, as worthy teachers; but he cannot feel 
himself obliged to believe on their word. We 
here see the cause of the real importance of the 
controversy which has existed on the question, 
Whether, in matters of faith, the Bible or reason 
is the true principium cognoscendt. 


Il. Of the Use of Reason. 


The frequent abuses of reason, when applied 
to matters of faith, led Luther and many of the 
older theologians to express themselves severely 
respecting the use of reason on these subjects. 
Their objections, however, were directed only 
against the arrogance and perversion of reason, 
and especially against the Aristotelian philoso- 
phy, then prevalent in the schools. Paul object- 
ed in the same way to g:aosopva, (Col. ii. 85) 
Or yrases Yevduvvuos, 1 Tim. vi. 20. All these 
writers have, in other passages, done full justice 
to reason in itself, as the noblest gift of God. 

Reason (Vernunft) is that power which guides 
and regulates, by its spontaneous action, the 
other faculties of our minds in the acquisition 
of knowledge; it constitutes the peculiar cha- 
racteristic of humanity, and is that by which 
alone we are capable of religion. Reason alone 
can acknowledge and receive the truths of either 
natural or revealed religion, and give them an 
influence upon the human will. Vides. 6, No.6. 
It is therefore always mentioned with respect in 
the Bible; and the use of it, in the study and 
examination of religious truth, always recom- 
mended. Cf. Rom. i.20; Psalm xix.; Isaiah, 
xl. xli. Indeed, the use of reason is presup- 
posed in a revelation; since without the use of 
reason we should be incapable of enjoying a 
revelation. It is the object of revelation to sup- 
ply the deticiencies of the knowledge which we 
acquire in the use of unaided reason; and this 
very revelation cautions us against the two ex- 
tremes, of relying wholly upon reason for our 
knowledge, and of neglecting the use of it alto- 
gether. 

Human reason, as the Bible teaches, is not 


the only source of the truths of religion, which 
are not, therefore, to be deduced from nature 
alone. None but the rationalist would pretend, 
that the only sources of our religious knowledge 
were the nature of our own minds, and of the 
external world. ‘ The Bible teaches us that, in 
respect to objects of the spiritual world, which 
lie beyond the sphere of sense, and which 
could not be known except from revelation or 
history ; reason is merely the instrument of our 
knowledge. But weare not at liberty to neglect 
to use reason as the instrument of our know- 
ledge of the objects of revelation. On the con- 
trary, we are sacredly bound to employ ous 
reason in examining the credibility of the his 
tory of revelation, and the correctness of ths 
facts gathered by experience, and in discovering 
and estimating the suitableness and sacredness 
of the duties imposed upon us. 

Reason may properly be used, as the instru- 
ment of our knowledge of revealed truth, in the 
following particulars :—viz., 

1. In the discovery and arrangement of argu 
ments in support of these truths, and of results 
flowing from them. (a) The proof of many 
doctrines which are clearly revealed is not dis- 
tinctly stated in the Bible, but thrown upon 
reason. The proof of the divine existence, for 
example, is not drawn out in the Bible, but is 
presupposed. (0) Proofs, auxiliary to those 
given in the scriptures, may be suggested by 
reason in favour of the articuli mizxti; the pro- 
vidence of God, &c. (c) Without the use of 
reason we cannot ascertain the truth of Chris- 
tianity, the credibility of the history of the sa- 
ered books, their divine authority, or the rules 
by which they should be interpreted. (d) We 
must employ our reason in developing such 
doctrines as are not distinctly expressed, but 
only implied, in the holy scriptures. Reason 
may be further employed. 

2. In the exhibition and statement of the truths 
of revelation. We find the truths of religion 
brought together in the Bible in a loose and dis- 
connected manner, and must therefore make a 
diligent use of our reason in collecting, arrang- 
ing, and uniting them into such a system ag 
shall suit our own convenience or the advantage 
of others. We must also illustrate the truth, 
excellence, and fitness of the particular parts of 
the system of revealed religion, by analogies 
drawn from human things, by the observation 
of human nature, by historical illustrations, and 
in many other ways which call reason inte 
exercise. 

3. In the defence of revealed religion, ard of 
the particular doctrines which it embraces (usua 
rationis humane apolegeticus) How much 
reason is needed in this particular must appear 
sufficiently from the preceding remarks. 


: 
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Wil. Of she use of Tradition. 

The words xapadoscs and traditio are used by 
the older ecclesiastical fathers, to denote any 
\nstruction which one gives to another, whether 
vralor written, Inthe New Testament also, and 
in the classical writers, napadovvar and tradere 
signify, in general, fo teach, to instruct. 'Tradi- 
tion in this wider sense was divided into scripta, 
and non seripta sive oralis. The latter, traditio 
oralis, was, however, frequently called traditio 
by way of eminence. This oral tradition was 
often appealed to by Ireneus, Clemens of Alex- 
andria, ‘Tertullian, (De Preser. cap. 7,) and 
others of the ancient fathers, as a test by which 
to try the doctrines of contemporary teachers, 
and by which to confute the errors of the here- 
tics. They describe it as being instruction re- 
ceived from the mouth of the apostles by the first 
Christian churches, transmitted from the apos- 
tolical age, and preserved in purity until their 
own times. Tertullian, in the passage above 
referred to, says, that an appeal_to tradition is 
the most direct way of confuting heretics, who 
will often evade the force of an appeal to texts 
of scripture by misinterpreting them. This 
tradition is called by Origen xrpuypo éxxdy- 
stactixoy, and by the Latin Fathers regula fidet 
(i. e. doctrine Christiane) sive veritatis. The 
latter title was given by them, more specifically, 
to the ancient symbols, which contained the in- 
struction received from the apostles, and trans- 
mitted and preserved in the church. 

Oral tradition is still regarded by the Romish 
church as a principtum cognoscendi in theology. 
s¢ Sacrosancta ecumenica synodus .... . hoe 
sibi perpetuo ante oculos proponens, ut, sublatis 
erroribus, puritas ipsa evangelii in ecclesia con- 
servetur, . . . . perspiciensque hanc veritatem 
et disciplinam contineri in libris scriptis et s¢ne 
seripto traditionibus, que ex ipsius Christi ore ab 
apostolis acceptx, abipsius apostolis, spiritu sancto 
dictante, quast per manus tradit2, ad nos usque 
pervenerunt: orthodoxorum patrum exempla 
secuta, omnes libros tam veteris quam novi tes- 
tamenti, cum unus Deus sit auctor, nec non 
traditiones ipsas, tum ad fidem tum ad mores per- 
tinentes, tamquam vel oretenus a Christo vel a 
spiritw sancto dietatas et continua successione in 
ecclesia catholica conservatas, pari pietatis affectu 
ac reverentia, suscipit ac veneratur ..... + Si 
quisautem... . . traditiones predictas sciens 
et prudens contemserit, anathemasit.’? Concil. 
Trident. Sess. IV. Decr. 1. 

Note.—The ancient Latin writers use the word 
traditio in thessense of delivery or surrender— 
e. g. of a person or thing into the hands of 
ancther. What we mean by tradition, in the 
ecclesiastical sense, Livy or Sallust would ex- 
press by the phrase res, doctrina, or historia per 
manus tradita,—voce, if the tradition were oral, 
seripto or literts, if it were written. 


OsservaTions on the merits of the question 
respecting doctrinal tradition (traditio oralis 
dogmatica). In coming toa decision on this 
subject, every thing depends upon making the 
proper distinctions with regard to time. 

1. In the first period of Christianity, the au- 
thority of the apostles was so great that all their 
doctrines and ordinances were strictly and 
punctually observed by the churches which they 
had planted. And the doctrine and discipline 
which prevailed in these apostolical churches 
were, at that time, justly considered by others 
to be purely such as the apostles themselves had 
taught and established. This was the more 
common, as the books of the New Testament 
had not, as yet, come into general use among 
Christians. Nor was it, in that early period, 
attended with any special liability to mistake. 
In this way we can account for it, that the Chris- 
tian teachers of the second and third centuries 
appeal so frequently to oral tradition. 

2. But in later periods of the church, the cir- 
cumstances were far different. After the com- 
mencement of the third century, when the first 
teachers of the apostolical churches and their 
immediate successors had passed away, and 
another race came on, other doctrines and forms 
were gradually introduced, which differed in 
many respects from apostolical simplicity. And 
now these innovators appealed, more frequently 
than had ever been done before, to aposto- 
lical tradition, in order to give currency to their 
own opinions and regulations. Many at this 
time did not hesitate, as we find, to plead apos- 
tolical tradition for many things, at variance not 
only with other traditions, but with the very 
writings of the apostles, which they had in their 
hands. From this time forward, tradition be- 
came, naturally, more and more uncertain and 
suspicious. And especially after the commence- 
ment of the fourth century, the more judicious 
and conscientious teachers referred more to the 
Bible, and less to tradition. Augustine estab- 
lished the maxim, that tradition could not be 
relied upon, in the ever-increasing distance from 
the age of the apostles, except when it was uni- 
versal and perfectly consistent with itself. And 
long before him, Irenzeus had remarked, that no 
tradition should be received as apostolical, un- 
less founded in the holy scriptures, and confor- 
mable to them, Adv. Her. IV. 36. 

3. From these remarks, we can easily deter- 
mine the value of doctrinal] tradition in our own 
times. We have but little credible information 
respecting the first Christian churches, of as 
early a date as the first or second century, beside 
that which the New Testament gives us. And 
the information respecting them of a later origin 
is so intermingled with rumours and fables ag 
to ke quite uncertain. We cannot hope, there- 
fore, to obtain by oral tradition any information 
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respecting the doctrines held in the first Chris- 
tian churches, beyond what we obtain from the 
books of the New Testament, the only genuine 
records of the early period of Christianity. Les- 
sing affirmed, indeed, that the Christian religion 
would have been handed down from age to age, 
even if the writings of the New Testament had 
never existed. And true it is, that by oral tra- 
dition, by writings of a later origin, by baptism, 
the Lord’s supper, and other Christian rites, 
much of Christianity might have been preserved 
to our own times, without the aid of the sacred 
books of our religion. But it is equally true, 
that without the New Testament any certainty 
with regard to the doctrines of Christianity 
would be impossible; the sure, historical basis 
of the system would be removed, and Chris- 
tianity soon become greatly disfigured; as may 
be learned from the example of the Romish 
church, where the use of the Bible was limited. 
Christianity did, indeed, exist for some time 
before the books of the New Testament were 
written. And during that early period, while 
the apostles and their immediate successors still 
lived and taught, these books might be dispensed 
with by Christians without serious injury. But 
not so in after times. 

The reformers, therefore, justly held, that tra- 
dition is not (certainly for ws) a sure source of 
knowledge respecting the doctrines of theology; 
and that the holy scriptures are to be received 
as the only principtum cognoscendi. Cf. Walch, 
Untersuchung vom Gebrauche der heiligen 
Schrift unter den Christen in den vier ersten 
Jahrhunderten, Leipzig, 1779, 8vo; a work 
which appeared on occasion of the controversy 
with Lessing. 

Note.—On all the subjects which have been 
thus far introduced -and briefly considered, the 
student will find very full, thorough, and in- 
structive discussions in Miller, Theophil, oder 
Unterhaltungen tber die christliche Religion 
mit Jinglingen von reiferem Alter, Th. 1. Ztirch, 
1801, 8vo; a work which deserves to be highly 
recommended to the student in theology. 


SECTION VIII. 


OF THE OBJECT, DIFFERENT DEGREES, PRINCIPAL 


PERIODS, AND BIBLICAL APPELLATIONS OF .THE 
DIVINE REVELATIONS, 


I. Of the Object of Revelation. 


Wuen man is in the savage state, and left en- 
. tirety to himself, he follows his appetites and 
passions, and leaves his moral powers unexer- 
cised. Instead of allowing his will to be go- 
verned by the moral law, he chooses animal 
propensity (das sinnliche princip) as its de- 
termining motive. He thus constantly re- 
eedes fiom that holiness and happiness for 


| was given. 


which he was made. Now to show man the | instruction to be communicated by direct revela- 
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true way of fulfilling his destination, from which 
he is thus wandering, is the chief object of all 
direct revelations. Cf.sec.2,3. So even rea- 
son decides. Wide Fichte, Versuch einer Kritik 
aller Offenbarung, KGnigsberg, 1793. 

'To enable man to attain his destination, it was 
requisite (1) that he should be instructed by 
God respecting the means to beemployed by a 
divine revelation, or in some superhuman way 3 
since left to himself, he could never have disco- 
vered these means ; and (2) that his moral power 
should be so strengthened and supported as to 
enable him to control his stronger animal pro- 
pensities. 'Thesetwo things are absolutely and 
equally requisite. For the mere knowledge of 
the divine will does not impart to man the power 
which he needs in order to obey it, his bodily 
desires having already the preponderance over 
his moral faculties. Cf. see. 2, 3. Now to 
these two points—to show man his destination, 
and to enable him to attain it—we may reduce 
all the objects which the scriptures ascribe to 
God in the revelations he has made to man. 


Il. Of the different Degrees of Revelation. 


Although the plan of God in leading men to 
their destination was always the same, yet the 
manner in which he imparted instruction through 
direct revelation, and the whole method which 
he pursued in the education of the human race, 
were very different. We are led by reason to 
this result, which is confirmed by the history of 
revelation contained in the holy seriptures. 
The instruction given to men must, of course, 
be adapted to their wants and capacities, which 
differ at different times. Henee Paul remarks, 
very justly, (Heb. i. 1,)that God revealed him- 
self to men in ancient times in various ways 
(xorvtpérws). Nor did this difference concern 
solely the form and costume of the divine in- 
structions; it extended even to the doctrines 
which were taught. Vide Gal. iii. 20, seq. et 
alibi. 

God treated the human race as human instruct- 
ors treat their pupils. There is a great deal of 
knowledge which is useful, and indeed indispen- 
sable to a person of mature age, which would be 
altogether useless, unintelligible, and perhaps 
hurtful, to one in childhood. Now the wise 
teacher will withhold this knowledge from the 
child, or communieate it to him only so far as it 
will be serviceable to him, and in such a way as 
will be most intelligible, proceeding from the 
known to the unknown, and from the easy to the 
difficult. And this is the manner in which Goé 
proceeds in the instruetion and education of men 
He cannot, therefore, at any time have revealed 
such things as were unnecessary, or would have 
been useless, to the people to whom the revelation 
He must also have so planned the 
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tion as to produce a growing conviction in the 
minds of men of the necessity of a more perfect 
instruction and a more effectual assistance before 
they could hope to succeed in controlling their 
natural desires. Such a course is the only one 
adapted to the nature of the human mind, of 
which God is “he author. Accordingly, God so 
regulated his instructions from the beginning as 
to make men sensible of their wants, and then 
to supply them ; for until men have been brought, 
by some elementary instruction, to be deeply 
conscious of their need of something further, 
they will never inquire with earnestness for a 
more perfect instruction. 


Ill. Of the Principal Periods of Revelation. 


The sacred records contain a history of the 
divine revelations. This history will be found 
to confirm the general remarks which have just 
been made. 

1. The great doctrine which we find exhibited 
in the earliest revelations recorded in the holy 
scriptures is this : those who obey the laws which 
God has revealed shall be rewarded, those who 
disobey shall be punished. This assurance from 
God, sometimes expressed in plain language, 
sometimes represented by images, ceremonies, 
and examples, and in various other ways, was 
salculated to strengthen and encourage men to 
vbtain their mastery over their passions with 
which the divine favour, guidance, and support 
were connected. 

This first period of revealed religion, the ac- 
count of which is given by Moses, is called the 
patriarchal period (economia patriarchalis), and 
is divided into antediluvian and postdiluvian. 
Revealed religion was at that time extremely 
eimple, suited to the wants of the infancy of the 
world, and highly practical. All the institutions 
of religion had the benevolent end of preserving 
among men the knowledge of the one living and 
true God, and of leading them to exercise to- 
wards him that love and confidence upon which 
the scriptures everywhere set so high a value. 
The more to exercise and strengthen this pious 
gonfidence they were made acquainted from time 
to time with their own future destiny and that of 
their descendants, and with the great divine eco- 
nomy for the welfare of the human race at some 
distant time; as yet, however, as Paul expresses 
it, (Heb. xi. 13,) they only saw the promised 
plessings from afar (x6pjwAev doves). 

2. Next followed the civil and religious institute 
of Moses ; and here again the same divine assur- 
ance was at the foundation of the whole. But in 
this infancy of the world God found it necessary 
to confine his promises for the most part to ftem- 
poral good, and his threatenings to femporalevil ; 
because such promises and threatenings were 
best adapted to influence a people who were as 
yet extremely rude. and who derived their pains 


and pleasures from the objects of the present life, 
Intimations, however, of the destiny of man be 
yond the grave were by no means withhel. from 
those who were cultivated to such a degree as to 
be able to understand them. But in general so 
much only of these higher truths could at that 
time be made known as would be intelligible to 
the people at large. And even this small portion 
of spiritual truth needed to be imbodied, as far as 
possible, in sensible representations, before it 
could gain access to the uncultivated mind. 

In accordance with these principles, the New 
Testament teaches that the Mosaic institute was 
indeed (a) of divine origin, (Moses being always 
regarded by Christ and the apostles as a prophet 
sent by God,) but that still this institute, in com- 
parison with the Christian, was (b) very imper- 
fect, and indeed could not well have been other- 
wise, considering the times and the men it was 
designed for, Gal. iv. 3,9 (orovyeca) ; Col. ii. 
8, 20, et alibi; and therefore it was (c) only a 
temporary religion, designed by God to continue 
only for a time, and then to give place to a 
higher and more perfect scheme, 2 Cor. iii. 11, 
seq.; Gal. iv. 1—5; Heb. viii. 6, et alibi. 

But God excited in the minds of the very 
people who enjoyed this preparatory revelation, 
a sense of their need of one more full and perfect. 
And in various ways he deepened this impres- 
sion: (1) by such instruction respecting the de- 
sign of the sacrifices and rites of the Mosaic in- 
stitute as should turn their attention from the 
mere external ceremonies of religion, and lead 
them gradually to a more pure and spiritual wor- 
ship. Vide Ps. 1. Isaiah, lviii.,1x., seq. (2) By 
prophecy respecting that great economy for the 
moral perfection and welfare of the human race 
which God would at some future time establish. 
These prophecies were at first only distant and 
obscure intimations, but they became gradually 
more clear and intelligible as men became more 
convinced, by a long trial and experience, that 
such a new economy was absolutely necessary. 
And this conviction of the necessity of some new 
economy became stronger the more men learned 
by experience that the mere knowledge of tne 
divine will, connected though it might be with 
the certainty of rewards and punishments, was 
insufficient to enable them to lead a life of virtue 
and self-government. Accordingly, the prophe- 
cies respecting the Messiah, and the new econo- 
my which he would introduce, became more and 
more clear and distinct, especially from the time 
of David until shortly after the Babylonian exile. 
The prophets now plainly predicted that the 
economy under which they lived would come to 
an end, and that a new economy would com- 
mence, which would bring relief to the wants of 
men, Jer. xxxi. 31—36, coll. Heb. viii. 7, seq. 

Note.—A revelation of the truths of religion, 
ip order to convince men that it actually pro- 
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ceeds from God and should be obeyed as his 
will, must be attended with such events as prove 
its author to be their lord and creator, and the 
creator, proprietor, and governor of the world. 
Accordingly, the divine revelations have always 
been attended with events in the natural world 
of such a miraculous kind, as could seem to the 
most savage and unlettered mind to proceed from 
none other than the author and governor of na- 
ture. But the Bible claims not only that its 
doctrines should be received as divine, but that 
the teachers by whom they are published should 
be acknowledged to be sent by God, as is im- 
plied in the word prophet—the title commonly 
given them. | Now in order to establish this ex- 
traordinary claim, it is natural that the Old and 
New Testaments should narrate extraordinary 
events. And these narrations, when given, must 
not be explained away, but taken as they stand, 
according to the obvious intention of the narra- 
tor; for the extraordinary mission which the 
Bible claims for Moses, Christ, and other teach- 
ers, could be confirmed in no other way than by 
extraordinary events. Those, therefore, who, 
tike Eck, in his Inquiry, explain away the mira- 
cles of the Bible by a violent and arbitrary in- 
terpretation, counteract their own purpose. In- 
stead of vindicating the Bible in this way from 
objection and reproach, they render it a very in- 
consistent book. 

3. After all these preparatory revelations, cal- 
culated to produce in the minds of men a sense 
of their need of more complete instruction, God 
founded a new institute, which, without in- 
fringing the liberty of man, exerted a more 
powerful influence than any which had pre- 
ceded, and imbodied, in the most perfect man- 
ner, every means of holiness and happimess. 
This was the Christian institute. Its object suf- 
ficiently appears from its nature and influence; 
its authority, like that of the ancient economy, 
was abundantly confirmed. We shall hereafter 
treat of its divine origin, its internal excellence, 
&c. In this connection we shall notice only two 
of its principal advantages, which are often men- 
tioned in the New Testament. 

(a) Its universality. By this we mean that 
the Christian religion is adapted, in its whole 
constitution, to be the religion of all men. Its 
precepts are not confined to any one nation or 
country, but are applicable toall people, in what- 
ever climate and under whatever form of go- 
vernment they may live. Accordingly, Christ 
commands (Mark, Xvi. 15) that his religion 
should be preached to all men without distinc- 
tion, (xaoy 7H xzioev3) for he is the Saviour of 
all ren, of Jews and Gentiles, of the world, 
(Searap Tov x05 MOV.) Vide John, x. 16; Rom. 
i. 16, seq.; Ephes. ii. 11—18, et al. And ex- 
perience has shown, both in ancient and modern 
times, that the truths of the gospel, when exhi- 


bited in the native simplicity in which they ap 

pear in the New Testament, produce the same 
effects in all ages and upon all classes of men. 
They have thus proved themselves to be the 
power of God unto salvation to all those who be- 
lieve in them, Rom.i.16; 1Cor.i But Christ 
and his apostles never laboured to makeconverts 
in great multitudes, or to bring whole nations to 
an external profession of Christianity ; nor has @ 
whole people, as a matter of fact, been ever tho- 
roughly reformed by the Christian religion. Ma- 
ny thousand individuals, however, in different 
nations, have been reformed by it, and have by 
their example exhibited to others the advantages 
of obedience to the precepts of Christ; and so 
it will always be in Christian communities 

The tares and the wheat will always grow to- 
gether, though in different proportions at differ- 
ent times, according to the prediction of Christ, 
Matt. xiii. 

(0) Its perpetuity, (perennitas.) Jesus and 
the apostles assure us that we can expect no 
farther revelations of religious truth after the 
full disclosures which Christ has made. Vide 
Matt. xvi. 18; 1 Cor. xv. 24. The institute 
founded by Christ, untike other religions, and 
unlike the schools of philosophy, which soon 
pass away, will continue to the end of the world. 
Hence the Christian ministry is called 7d pévov, 
in opposition to the Jewish ministry, which is 
called 76 xarapyounevor, 2 Cor. iii. 11; cf. Heb. 
xii. 27. This contradicts the opinion of some 
ancient and modern writers, that a still more 
perfect religion will hereafter arise, to which 
Christianity in its turn will give place. Mon- 
tanus in the second century, and many fanatics 
in succeeding ages, adopted the notion that this 
more perfect religion would be founded in anew 
revelation; but some modern philosophers and 
theologians suppose that the religion of reason 
is the only perfect religion, and is destined to 
become universal, after gradually abolishing all 
positive religions, and the Christian among the 
rest. This is a favourite idea of Lessing, Ex 
ziehung des Menschengeschlechts, and of Krug, 
Briefe tiber die Perfectibilitat der geoffenbartea 
Religion, Jena, 1795. Vide Meyer’s prize ex 
say, Beytrag zur endlichen Entscheidung der 
Frage: In wie fern haben die Lehren und Vor- 
schriften des N. T. bloss eine locale und tempo- 
relle Bestimmung, und in wie fern sind diesel- 
ben von einem allgemeinen und stets giiltigen 
Ansehen?t Hanover, 1806, 8vo. 

Note.—Biblical names of revealed religion 
and of a religious institute. Some of the most 
important are the following :—viz. 

mn, vouos. This name is frequently given, 
by way of eminence, to the Mosaic religion, in 
opposition to the Christian. Sometimes, how- 
ever, it denotes the precepts of revealed religion 
in general, as Rom. ii. 14, vomov wy Eye 
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ma, diadqxn. When God made a law, or 
oublished his will, he was said to enter into a 
tovenant or league with men. He promised, on 
his part, to bestow blessings upon men if they 
were obedient to his law ; and they promised, on 
their part, to do his will. Accordingly, 8aSvxq 
signif-es a law with a promise, and also the whole 
economy founded on the lawand promise. It is 
applied sometimes to the ancient Jewish econo- 
my and sometimes to the new Christian econo- 


‘my, and sometimes to both without distinction. 


Vide Gal. iv. 24; 2 Cor. iii. 6. 

The Christian economy is called xisrus Xpuo- 
TOV, vouos Xprorov, vduos mlorews, mMverpoy (in 
reference to its divine origin and perfection,) and 
especially evayyéavov. The last term was origi- 
nally the name of the joyful promises which 
Christianity contains; but it is frequently used 
in the New Testament in a wider sense, to de- 
note the whole Christian economy, as containing 
not only promises but precepts as conditions of 
those promises. In this sense it may be applied 
to the whole of Christ’s sermon on the mount, 
which is for the most part of a preceptive nature. 
[t is also adapted to particular doctrines of 
Christianity. 


SECTION IX. 


OF THE SCIENTIFIC TREATMENT OF CHRISTIAN 
THEOLOGY. 


1. In the apostolical church the Christian re- 
Jigion was not taught in a scientific manner. 
All Christian instruction, as we may see from 
the Acts of the apostles, and the epistles, was 
then popular, practical, and hortatory. This 
appears from the terms xapaxanous, napaxanecy, 
mapauvsecosar, which are used in reference to 
the teaching of Christianity, (xxpvyua.) Nei- 
ther in the times of the apostles, nor shortly 
after, did Christianity need the aid of science 
and learning; and among the first Christians 
there were no learned men, except Paul, Apollos, 
and a few others, who were versed in the Jewish 
law. 

2. In the third century, many heathen who 
were versed in science and philosophy became 
members of the Christian church. At the same 
time learned men arose among the heathen in 
opposition to Christianity, and heretics, among 
Christians themselves, in opposition to the ori- 
ginal principles and doctrines of the apostolical 
churches, from which they wished to advance to 
something more elevated and perfect. In order 
to this, they misinterpreted the writings of the 
apostles, parts of which, at this distance of time, 
had become obscure. In consequence of these 
circumstances, learning was soon needed in the 
statement and defence of Christianity. The 
learned men who had been converted from hea- 
thenism now applied the doctrines and terms of 
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their philosophy to the truths of the Christian 
religion. This they did partly from the influence 
of habit, and partly from the desire of rendering 
Christianity in this way more popular. They 
had also the example of the Grecian Jews, who 
frequently at that time treated the Jewish reli- 
gion inthe same way. This was done by Justin 
the Martyr; and also by Pantenus, Clemens, and 
Origen, the teachers of the catechetical school 
at Alexandria. They supposed that this was 
the best way to defend Christianity, not only 
against their learned heathen opponents, but also 
against the heretics. For the interpretation of 
the New Testament, also, literary knowledge 
was now becoming more requisite than formerly, 
since the language, customs, and whole mode of 
thinking, had gradually changed since it was 
written. This department of learning was cul- 
tivated with great success, in the third century, 
by Origen, who gave the tone to the scientific 
interpretation of the scriptures. 

3. From that time forward the reigning philo- 
sophy of every successive age has been con- 
nected, and indeed wholly incorporated by the 
learned with Christian theology and morals. 
The theology, of course, of each successive 
period has, with few exceptions, received the 
form and colour of the contemporary philosophy. 
The Grecian church, after the second century, 
began with the Platonic philosophy; it next 
adopted the Aristotelian, in which it was fol- 
lowed by the western church. Through the 
influence of the schoolmen, the Aristotelian 
philosophy, after the eleventh century, became 
universal in the western church. This philo- 
sophy had the longest reign. The reformers of 
the sixteenth century did indeed banish it from 
the theology of the protestant church; but the 
theologians of the latter part of the sixteenth, 
and of the seventeenth century, readmitted it. 
Then followed the systems of Des Cartes, Tho- 
masius, Leibnitz, Wolf, Crusius, Kant, Fichte, 
Schelling, and others, which first supplanted the 
school of Aristotle, and have since kept up a 
constant warfare among themselves. In this 
contest the theologians have ever taken a lively 
interest; and, what is worthy of remark, they 
have always been able, however opposite their 
theological systems might be, to find argu- 
ments for their own support, and for the refuta- 
tion of their opponents, by a peculiar and subtle 
application of the very same principles of the 
contemporary schools of philosophy. Thus 
both Clemens of Alexandria and Porphyry drew 
arguments from the philosophy of Plato; and 
thus, in every succeeding age, the friends and 
enemies of Christianity—the advocates and op- 
ponents of particular doctrines of Christianity 


.—have alike furnished themselves with weapons 


from the philosophy of Aristotle, Leibnitz, Kant, 
and others, down to our own times. 
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From these facts we should learn that philo- 
sophy can never afford a permanent basis for 
theology, and should never be relied upon as a 
sure pillar of a theological system. ‘Those who 
found their belief upon philosophy never have 
any thing firm and abiding. As soon as the 
system which they had adopted gives place to 
another, the opinions which they before regarded 
as true have no longer any evidence, and their 
faith founders like a ship which the storm has 
torn from its anchor. The belief which rested 
upon the philosophy of Wolf till the year seven- 
teen hundred and eighty was undermined when 
Kant prevailed; and the belief which rested 
upon the philosophy of Kant till the year eigh- 
teen hundred,was undermined when Fichte and 
Schelling prevailed. The same fate will, doubt- 
less, hereafter attend every belief which rests 
upon a merely philosophical basis. 

4, Particular portions of theology had been 
discussed in a scientific manner, from time to 

xtime, ever since the second century; so that 
abundant materials were soon furnished for the 
composition of a complete system of theology: 
they only needed to be collected, arranged, and 
brought into a perfect whole. This was first 
attempted, in the sixth century, by Isidorus of 
Sevilla, in his work, Libri tres Sententiarum. 
It waz accomplished much more successfully, in 
the eighth century, by John of Damascus, in his 
ExBoors dxpyBys 775 dpSodofou mvorews. We do not 
mention the books of Origen, wep dpyav, in this 
connection, because they contain a scientific 
statement of only some particular doctrines in 
theology. After the twelfth century, many such 
systems were published by the schoolmen in the 
western church. The principal among these 
were, Theologia Christiana, by Abelard, and 
Libri quatuor Sententiarum, by Peter of Lom- 
bardy. ‘The doctrines (sententie) of these sys- 
tems were taken from Augustine and other 
fathers of the church, and connected and illus- 
trated in the method and phraseology of Aris- 
totle. 

5. The application of learning to religion is 
so far from being objectionable in itself consi- 
dered, that it has become absolutely indispen- 
sable to the teachers of religion. But they have 
been at variance on this subject from the first; 
since there were always some to whom this ne- 
cessity was not very obvious, and who perceived, 
on the other hand, that learning was often and 
greatly abused in religious instruction. 

(a) There always were learned theologians 
who treated the truths of religion as if they were 
given for no other purpose than speculation, and 
who, directly or indirectly, turned away the at- 
tention of their pupils from the great object to 
which it should have been directed—the prac- 
tical influence of the doctrines of the Bible. 
They taught their pupils to acquire knowledge, | 


as Seneca says, not for life, but for the school, 
and, consequently, many even of those who were 
designed to teach the common people and the 
young in the duties of religion acquired an aver- 
sion to every thing practical. That such should 
be the result of this course must appear almost 
inevitable, if we consider how commonrra fault it 
is with young men of liberal education to feel a 
distaste for whatever is merely practical, and a 
strong inclination to speculation. If academical 
teachers live in mere speculation, as too many 
of them do, they will infuse this disposition into 
their hearers and readers, who will again infuse 
it into others, to the great disadvantage of the 
common people. It was common for those who 
had been educated in this way to assume an ex- 
tremely authoritative and dogmatical tone; for 
there is no other pride which can compare with 
the pedant’s pride of reason. These theological 
teachers, in their devotion to the philosophy to 
which they had once pledged themselves, either 
wholly neglected the scriptures, or so inter- 
preted them as to render them consistent, if pos- 
sible, with their own preconceived philosophical 
opinions. This fault is chargeable upon the 
schoolmen of former times, and upon too many 
teachers of religion at the present day. 

(2) In opposition to such theologians, who 
composed what may be called the scholastic party, 
there always were others, who composed what 
may be called the ascetic party. They insisted 
upon the personal application of known truths for 
the purposes of piety, rejected every thing which 
interfered with practical religion, and regarded 
theologicaf study as important only so far as it 
contributed to thisend. But some among them 
fell into extravagant and fanatical notions, and 
pronounced an unconditional sentence against 
all learning of whateverkind. Such were some 
of the mystics, as they are called, who appeared, 
even in the western church, especially after the 
eleventh century, in opposition to the schoolmen, 
The mystics have been divided, in consequence 
of this difference of opinion among them, into 
puri and mixti. The mystic? puri, as the more 
moderate ar unprejudiced of the ascetic party 
were called, blamed only the abuse of philosophy 
and learning, and wished to have them regarded, 
not as an end in themselves, but as the meansof 
amore important end. To this class belonged 
the Waldenses, Wickliffites, and the Bohemian 
and Moravian Brethren; and, in more modern 
times, the German and Swiss reformers of the 
sixteenth century, and in the protestant church, 
at the end of the seventeenth and commencement 
of the eighteenth century, Spener, and the first 
theologians of Halle, who were of his school. 

The state of theology during particular pe- 
riods, and especially in modern times, is exhis 
bited in ecclesiastical history. 

6. The course of theologicai study to be pure 
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sued by the student, with special reference to 
the circumstances of our own times. 

(1) Since the holy scriptures are the true 
ground of our knowledge of the truths of Chris- 
tianity, so far as they are of a positive nature, 
(vide s. 7,) the study of theology must com- 
mence with the Bible. The truth of the maxim, 
theologus in scripturis nascitur, cannot be contro- 
verted. ‘The first business of the theologian is, 
to search and discover, in the use of his exege- 
tical helps, the sense of the passages upon 
which the proof of any doctrine depends. He 
should then faithfully exhibit the doctrine itself, 
as drawn from these texts, without any addition 
or diminution. Heshould entirely forget, while 
thus engaged, whatancient and moder teachers 
have said respecting the doctrine in question, 
and endeavour to come toa result which shall be 
purely scriptural. 

(2) When he has done this, he may arrange 
the doctrines which he has thus discovered in 
such an order as shall suit his main design, and 
defend, confirm, and illustrate them by what- 
ever he can draw for this purpose from philo- 
sophy, history, or other departments of learning. 
Proceeding in this way, the theologian will al- 
ways be able to ascertain how much of any doc- 
trine is expressly taught in the holy scriptures, 
and how much of it is merely derived from them 
by inference, or added by men for the purposes 
of defence or illustration. 

(3) The theologian should always be careful 
to notice the practical influence of the several 
doctrines of theology, and of the particular pro- 
positions of which they are composed. He 
should also, as far as pdsible, suggest advice, 
in passing, respecting the proper manner of ex- 
hibiting the truths of religion before a popular 
assembly; for those who are to be the religious 
teachers of the people need to be taught how 
they may enter into the views and, understand 
the wants of hearers of a far different intellec- 
tual culture from their own. A modern theolo- 
gian has well remarked, that most of the stu- 
dents of theology know no better than to address 
a promiscuous audience on the various subjects 
of religion in the same way in which they them- 
selves, as educated men, have been addressed 
for their own conviction by their theological in- 
structor. The necessity of such advice to po- 
pular teachers of religion is apparent, from con- 
sidering that they are often wholly destitute of 
a deep internal conviction ane personal experi- 
ence of the truths which they are expected to 
teach to others. It cannot be said with respect 
to them, pectus est quod disertos facit. 'The want 
of this personal experience cannot be made good 
by any thing else; the teacher of religion can 
never be qualified for his office if he has not felt, 
with joy in his own heart, the truth of the doc- 
trines to which his understanding has assented. 
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(4) It is now very general y admitted, that 
the circumstances of our age require that the 
history of doctrines should be connected with the 
study of theology. Many attempts have accord- 
ingly been made to produce a complete history 
of doctrines, which, however, must prove un- 
successful until the particular portions of which 
such a history is composed have been more tho« 
roughly studied. ‘The latest works in this de- 
partment are those of Lange, Miinscher, Miinter, 
and Augusti. The historical method of treating 
the subject of theology has indeed been abused ; 
but when properly employed, it possesses great 
advantages. It is useful in the following re- 
spects :— 

(a) It presents us with different views of these 
most important subjects of knowledge, makes 
us acquainted with the opinions of others re- 
specting them, and shows us briefly the causes 
which led to these different views, and the ar- 
guments for and against them. | In this way it 
serves to quicken the judgment of the teacher 
of religion, to confirm and settle his own con- 
victions, and to preserve him from illiberality in 
his estimate of others. He is often enabled by 
a simple historical view to decide upon the va- 
lidity or invalidity of the different arguments by 
which a doctrine may be supported. 

(5) In the established system of our churches, 
of which no teacher of the church should remain 
ignorant, there are many philosophical and tech- 
nical phrases, which have been introduced ir 
consequence of the various errors and contro# 
versies which have existed. ‘These phrases 
cannot be understood and properly estimated 
unless we are acquainted with the time and man- 
ner in which they originated. And this we learn 
from the history of doctrines. 

(c) There is another very important point of 
view with respect to the history of doctrines, 
which is too often overlooked. 

There is a certain universal analogy in the 
knowledge and opinions of men on the subject 
of religion; like the analogy existing, for ex- 
ample, among human languages. This analogy 
may be often used by the theologian to greater 
effect than many logical demonstrations. The 
opinions and conceptions of men respecting God 
and divine things are indeed very different; and 
so are their languages. But in the midst of all 
this variety, both of religion and language, we 
find a striking similarity in some principal 
points; and this similarity leads us at last to 
the result, that even on the subject of religion 
men proceed everywhere on certain universal 
principles, which must have their ground in the 
original constitution which God himself has 
given us, Of.s.2,3. The thousand different 
modifications of these principles and modes of 
conception are owing to the different degrees of 
intellectual and moral culture, and to other ex- 
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ternal circumstances by which men are affected. 
And it is for this reason that the analogy of 
heman opinions on the subject of religion is 
most visible and striking in the infancy of 
society. 

Knowing now these universal ideas, and 
modes of conception and expression on the sub- 
ject of religion, we may safely presume, that if 
God has actually given a direct revelation to 
men, he has adapted it to these ideas and con- 
ceptions, founded as they are in the original 
constitution of the human mind. This is de- 
manded by the nature of man; and this is found 
to be actually the case in the divine revelations 
which we enjoy. 

These ideas and conceptions, which belong 
essentially to the nature of man, give us the 
thread, as it were, by which we may traverse 
the labyrinth of religious opinions, and ascend 
up to their very origin. They illustrate the 
doctrine of divine revelation, and render the 
wisdom of the divine plan in the different de- 
grees of revelation (vide s. 8) everywhere con- 
spicuous. 

The theologian, therefore, who would cast the 
light of history upon the doctrines of revelation, 
must acquire, from all the sources of informa- 
tion within his reach, both of ancient and mo- 
dernm date, a comprehensive knowledge of the 
religious opinions and conceptions of different 
nations, especially in the infancy of their exist- 
ence, and from all these various sentiments de- 
duce some universal results. In this inquiry, 
he will find the careful study of the Old Testa- 
ment peculiarly important and instructive. For 
here he will discover the germs which were 
afterwards developed in the religions of the 
Jews, Christians, and other nations. With the 
sacred books of the Jews he should compare the 
writings of other nations, especially those which 
belong to their early history. Among all the 
writings of the people of the ancient world, none 
are so important as those of the Greeks, parti- 
cularly the poems of Homer. They contain 
those fundamental ideas which, in all their va- 
rious modifications among the later Greeks, 
disclose their common origin in the essential 
nature of man. The passages which exhibit 
these fundamental ideas should therefore be fre- 
quently cited, in order to render this analogy of 
principles obvious, in cases where important 
results are depending upon it. 

Note.—In the study of theology, the follow- 
ing works may be read with profit, and used as 
manuals. (1) Morus, Commentarius Exegetico- 
historicus, in suam Theologie Christiane Epi- 
tomen, Tom. 2, edited by M. Hempel, Halle, 
1797—98, 8vo. (2) Reinhard, Vorlesungen tiber 
die Dogmatik, edited with literary additions by 
Berger, Amberg, and Sultzbach, 1801, 8vo. 
(3) Storr, Doctrine Christiane pars theoretica 
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es. literis repetita, ed. 2, ex MS. auctoris emen- 
data, 1808. (4) Storr, Lehrbuch der christlichen 
Dogmatik, with additions by Flatt, Stuttgard, 
1803, 8vo. ; 

The manuals of Ammon, Schmidt, Staudlin, 
and others, may be recommended, in many re- 
spects, to the more advanced student, who can 
examine for himself. The work of Storr de 
serves special recommendation, as a very tho- 
rough system of biblical theology. The works 
which give a merely historical view of the vari- 
ous theological opinions are less suitable for be- 
ginners. One of the best among the works of 
this kind is Beck, Commentarii historici decreto- 
rum religionis Christiane et formule Lutherie, 
Lips. 1801, 8vo. The work of Augusti, above 
mentioned, gives a briefer sketch. Another 
work of the same author, System der christ- 
lichen Dogmatik, nach den Grunds&tzen der 
lutherischen Kirche, im Grundrisse dargestellt, 
Leipzig, 1809, Svo, contains much that is 
valuable. 


ARTICLE I. 


OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES AS THE SOURCE OF 
OUR KNOWLEDGE IN CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY 


SECTION I. 


NAMES AND DIVISIONS OF THE BOOKS BELONGING 
TO THE HOLY SCRIPTURES. 


Tur holy scriptures are a collection of the 
productions of the prophets, evangelists, and 
apostles, containing the doctrines and the his- 
tory of revealed religion. They are the archives 
of the records of revealed religion, and of its 
history. ‘They consist of two principal parts: 
the Old Testament, or the sacred national books 
of the Israelites; and the New Testament, or 
the sacred books of Christians. AcaSvxn and 
m3 denote laws, religion, and religious writ- 
ings ; also the books, or the collection of the books, 
which embody all the precepts of religion. BuB- 
atoy &caSrxys is used in the latter sense, 1 Mac. 
i. 57, and marata Suaszxn, 2 Cor. iii. 14. The 
sacred books of Christians are called, in distine- 
tion, xaww7 ScaSnxn. 

The books of the New Testament have been 
differently divided. Ata very early period they 
were divided into 76 epayyéavoy and 6 axdaroros, 
of which we shall speak hereafter. They have 
also been divided into the historical part, con- 
taining the gospels and the Acts of the apostles; 
the doctrinal part containing the epistles, and 
the prophetical part, the Apocalypse. The his- 
tory of the remarkable events of the life of Jesus 
stands first in the collection; because the divine 
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revelation contained in the New Testament de- 
pends upon events, and upon the divine autho- 
rity of Jesus, which was confirmed by these 
events. For the same reason, the history of the 
remarkable events of the life of Moses, and of 
his times, stands first in the Old Testament. 
The Old Testament was divided by the Jews 
into three parts: (1) myn, the law, containing 


the five books of Moses (xevrarevyos) ; (2) ova, j 


the prophets; subdivided into m2) DENI, pri- 
ores, containing the books of Joshua, Judges, 
Samuel, and Kings, and D938 DN’23, posteriores, 
containing the prophets, properly so called; 
(3) 2103, Hagiographa, containing Job, Psalms, 
Proverbs, and the remaining books. 

This division of the books of the Old Testa- 
ment, at least the division into vowos xa’ xpop7- 
Tat, occurs in the prologue of Jesus Sirach, and 
in the New Testament, Luke xvi. 163 and 10- 
fos mpopnr ay xat Larmor (libri poetici), in Luke, 
xxiv. 44, in Josephus, and very frequently in 
the T'almud. All the books of the Old Testa- 
ment are sometimes designated in the New by 
the word youos. They are also called cepa ypau- 
fara, ypapad dycar, and simply ypapn. ee 
are sometimes called by the Jews ayaqy avy 
the four and twenty books. 

The holy scriptures are frequently called the 
Word of God; especially since the time of 
Hutter, who gave them this name. TOllner, 
Semler, and others, object to this phrase, as in- 
¢onvenient and liable to mistake. It may be 
allowed, however, if it is properly explained. 
This phrase, as used in the Bible, does not de- 
note the sacred books; but (1) oracles, predic- 
tions, and other divine declarations; and (2) the 
doctrines and precepts of religion. So Rom. 
iii. 2; Acts vii. 38. The Word of God may 
therefore be distinguished from the holy scrip- 
tures, of which, strictly speaking, it composes 
only a part. It cannot, therefore, in strict pro- 
priety of language, be used to signify the books 
belonging to the Bible. 

Cf. Morus, p. 16,s. 1. 


SECTION II. 


OF THE AUTHENTICITY OR GENUINENESS OF THE 
BOOKS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


Tue word aiSevrvo properly denotes the cre- 
dibility (a&tonoria, Gloss. Vet.) of a work in 
respect to its author. In investigating the au- 
thenticity of the books of the Bible, we inquire, 
therefore, whether the opinion that they are the 
productions of the authors to whom they are 
ascribed is worthy of credit. 

We shall first exhibit the evidence of the 
genuineness of the books of the New Testa- 
ment; after which the genuineness of the books 
of the Old Testament can be more easily and 
satisfactorily proved. The proofs for the genu- 
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ineness of the books of the New Testament may 
be divided into internal and externai. 


I. Internal proofs of the Genuineness of the Books 
of the New Testament. 


1. Their contents. They contain nothing to 
awaken the suspicion that they were composea 
in another age, or by other authors, than are 
commonly supposed. They agree in every re- 
spect with what we know from other sources of 
the history and circumstances of the age in 
which they are supposed to be written, and ex- 
hibit no traces of a later composition; facts 
which, considering the variety of subjects in- 
troduced, are wholly inconsistent with the sup- 
position that they are spurious. 

2. Their dialect. Itis clear from the dialect 
in which the books of the New Testament are 
written, that they are the productions of native 
Jews of the first century; for all the Jewish 
writers of the first century who made use of the 
Greek language employed exactly that Hebra- 
istic Greek in which the New Testament is 
written; but after the second century, this dia- 
lect was no longer employed by Christian 
, | Writers, who then wrote in an entirely different 
manner. Now if these books are supposititious, 
they must have been forged during the second 
century, when the dialect in which they are 
written was’fallen into disuse among Christian 
writers. Besides, a very extraordinary and in- 
credible skill would have been requisite to in- 
vent for each of the writers of the New Testa- 
ment such a peculiarity of style as appears in 
the writings of Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, 
Peter, Paul and the rest; and still more, to 
carry through successfully a fiction like this. 


II. External proofs of the Authenticity of the Books 
of the New Testament. 


1. The testimony of Christian writers of the 
first three centuries. We necessarily derive our 
earliest evidences of the existence of these books 
from those who read and used them—from Chris- 
tian writers. Now we know that the fathers of 
the first three centuries possessed these books, 
and considered them to be the genuine produc- 
tions of those whose names they bear. ‘The tes- 
timony of the early Christain fathers on this 
subject has been carefully collected by Fuse- 
bius, Hist. Eccles. III. 25; VI. 25; and De- 
ménstratio Evangelica. This whole subject has 
been ably and accurately investigated in modern 
times by Lardner, Credibility of the Gospel 
History. A more brief survey is taken by 
Storr, Doctrine Christiane pars theoretisa e 
sacris literis repetita, Stuttgard,1795,8vo. He 
has executed the article, De sacrarum litera- 
rum auctoritate, pages 1-—82, with great dili- 
gence, acuteness, and accuracy. Cf. the Intro» 
ductions of Michaelis, Hug, anc others. 
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2. The assent of the heretics of the first cen- 
turies. The Gnostics, who were the heretics 
of the first period of the church, never ques- 
tioned the credibility of the books of the New 
Testament. ‘I'hey even received some books 
as genuine which, from regard to their philo- 
sophical views, they could not admit to be 
inspired. From this quarter, therefore, no rea- 
sonable doubt can arise with respect to the 
authenticity of the books of the New Testa- 
ment. Vide Storr, ubi supra, p. 1—4. 

3. The evidence from heathen writers. Cel- 
sus, Porphyry, Lucian, Julian, and other hea- 
then writers, who attacked the doctrines con- 
tained in these books, confirm their genwine- 
ness. Vide Storr, ubi supra, p. 1—4. 

4, The evidence from the ancient versions. 
The books of the New Testament were trans- 
lated as early as the second century into Syriac 
and Latin, and during the third and fourth cen- 
turies into Althiopic and Gothfe. 

Note.—From the foregoing remarks we may 
conclude that since no important objection can 
be urged against the authenticity ef the books 
of the New Testament as a whole, they are 
therefore genuine; and even intelligent deists 
will now universally admit that no valid his- 
torical arguments can be urged against the au- 
thenticity of most of these books. 

The genuineness of some of the books which 
belong to this collection was indeed doubted in 
ancient times by some Christians. This, how- 
ever, so far from disproving the genuineness of 
the rest, is a strong argument in its favour. It 
shews how cautiously the early Christians pro- 
ceeded in distinguishing the true from the false. 
Besides, their doubts respecting the authenticity 
of the Apocalypse, the general epistles, and some 
other books, arose very obviously from the doc- 
trines contained in them, and not from any defi- 
ciency in the historical evidence by which they 
were supported. 

The books of the New Testament were divided 
in consequence of the doubts respecting their 
authenticity, into (1) duoroyovueva, the books 
whose authenticity was never doubted by the 
orthodox or catholic church, Morus, p. 28; (2) 
dwrvrsyousva, the books whose authenticity was 
doubted by some, although, according to Euse- 
bius, it was admitted by most—viz., James, 
Jude, the second epistle of Peter,.and the se- 
cond and third epistles of John; (3) »d8a, the 
books which, although received by the unin- 
formed as genuine, were doubtless spurious— 
viz., the epistle of Barnabas, the Shepherd of 
Hermas, &c. This division occurs first in Ori- 
gen, and afterwards in Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. 
{II. 25. It has been adopted in part by some 
modern theologians, who, however, have altered 
the terms, calling the duoroyovueva, protoca- 
sonict, and the avrireyousva, deuterocanonici. 


SECTION III. 


OF THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE BOOKS OF THB 
OLD TESTAMENT. 


Tur proof of the authenticity of the books of 
the Old Testament is attended, indeed, with 
some difficulty, and is destitute of that degree 
of evidence, with respect to particular parts, 
which belongs to the proof of the authenticity 
of the New Testament. The reasons of this are 
very easily understood. We are wholly igno- 
rant of the authors of many of these books, and 
of the age in which they were composed ; and 
in general, so high is their antiquity, and so 
few are the written accounts transmitted from 
that early age, that we are very deficient in sure, 
historical information concerning them, and are, 
of course, unable to decide correctly in every 
case on the question of their authenticity. How- 
ever, it can be shewn, from many combined 
reasons, that with respect to most of these books, 
either the whole of them or their most important 
parts were composed in the ages to which they 
are assigned. 


I. Internal Proofs of the Genuineness of the Books 
of the Old Testament. 


1. The language, style, costume, and the 
whole mode of representation in the Hebrew 
scriptures, are in the spirit of the times in whick 
they were written. In the earlier book, the 
ideas, expressions, and in short ever: thing 
about them, is such as it naturally would be in 
the infancy of the world. Now, if Ezra, or any 
number of Jews living at the time of the exile, 
or afterwards, had composed these books, as 
some have supposed, they could hardly have 
avoided allusions to the language, manners, or 
history of their own age, by which the decep- 
tion would have been betrayed. Consider, too, 
that notwithstanding the general agreement of 
the sacred writers of the Hebrews in language, 
style, and the mode of thought and representa- 
tion, each has some peculiarity which plainly 
distinguishes him from all the rest. Vide the 
Notes of Michaelis to his Bible ; also the Intro- 
ductions of Kichhorn and Michaelis. 

2. The accounts which the sacred writers 
give us of the history, polity, customs, and in- 
stitutions of the oldest nations of the world 
agree exactly with those which we obtain from 
other sources. The accounts which Moses gives 
us of Egypt, for example, agree with those 
which we obtain from oriental and Grecian 
writers, And it is quite incredible that impostors 
of a late age should have given a description 
like this, which is true even to the slightest 
characteristic shades. They must have com- 
mitted anachronisms and historical mistakes; 
especially considering how much the eritical 
study of antiquity and of general Listory was 
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neglected by the ancients. Jerusalem, Briefe 
iiber die Mosaischen Schriften und Philosophie, 
Braunschweig, 1762, 8vo. C. Gottlob Lang, 
Versuch einer Harmonie der heiligen und Pro- 
fanschreibenten, 1775, 


Ul. Laternal Proofs of the Authenticity of the Books 
of the Old Testament. 


1. Ui.ese books are full of allusions to each 
other, Not only are the events which are re- 
corded in the earlier writings often mentioned 
in the later books, as Psalms Ixxviii., ev., evi.; 
1 Samuel, xii. S—12; but the earlier writers 
themselves are often afterwards cited by name 
—David, e. g., in 2 Chron. xxiii. 18; Moses, 
Josh. viii. 31; and Jeremiah, Dan. ix.2. That 
the anthenticity of these books cannot be proved 
from a large number of contemporary witnesses 
is nothing strange ; the case is the same with all 
the writings of the ancient world. In those early 
fimes little was written, and still less is pre- 
served. Ail the evidence which we can rea- 
sonably ask of the authenticity of such ancient 
works is, that they possess internal marks of 
truth, which are not invalidated by any external 
testimony to the contrary. There is no contem- 
porary testimony for the poems of Homer or the 
history of Herodotus; but since they possess 
sufficient internal credibility, and there is no 
external testimony against them, their antiquity 
and genuineness are universally admitted. 

2. The written records of the Jewish nation 
were preserved from the earliest times with the 
greatest care. The law of Moses was depo- 
sited among the sacred things in the temple 
(Deut. xxxi.), and with it, from time to time, 
other public documents which the Jews wished 
to preserve with special care, or to which they 
wished to give a solemn sanction, Josh. xxiv. 
26; 1Sam. x. 25. Thus a kind of sacred libra- 
ry was gradually formed in the temple, from 
which our present collection of the books of the 
Old Testament was taken. Josephus mentions, 
Antiq. V. 1, dvaxetueva év 7@ lep@ ypaumara. 

3. The Greek translation, called the Septua- 
gint or Alexandrine version, is aproof that the 
Jews, at a very early period, acknowledged the 
books of the Old Testament to be genuine. This 
translation was commenced, beginning with the 
Pentateuch, in the reign of the Egyptian king 
Ptolemy Philadelphus, and completed a consi- 
derable time, certainly a century, before the 
birth of Christ. 

4, The Jews who lived at the time of Christ, 
and in the centuries immediately preceding and 
following, were all united in the opinion that 
these bocks were authentic and credible. The 
Grecian Jews agreed with those of Palestine on 
this point. Vide the catalogue of the wise and 
distinguished men of the Jewish nation, Sirach, 
gliv.—xlix. The testimony of Philo on this 
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subject is very important; and also that of Jos 
sephus, (Contra Apionem, I. 8,) whose opi- 
nions were always remarkably candid. The 
old Jewish rabbins, whose testimony is collect- 
ed in the Talmud, agree with the writers above 
mentioned in supporting the authenticity of the 
books of the Old Testament. 

5. The testimony of Christ and his apostles 
confirms that which has already been adduced. 
They frequently quote passages from Moses, the 
prophets, and the historical books, thus admit- 
ting their authenticity, Morus, p. 23, s. 13, and 
Storr, p. 61—70. Even Paul, who was so in- 
tent on the subversion of Judaism, and who 
always gave his opinion against it without any 
reserve, never expressed the most distant doubt 
respecting the authenticity of the sacred books 
of the Jews, or the credibility of the Jewish 
history. Jesus, Paul, and the other apostles 
did not indeed themselves institute critical ex 
aminations and inquiries respecting these books ; 
nor was it necessary that they should. On sup- 
position that they were inspired teachers, their 
mere word is sufficient security for the truth of 
what they uttered; and since the authenticity 
of the books of the Old Testament was admitted 
by thern, it must also be admitted by all who 
consider them to be inspired. This considera- 
tion alone is sufficient to support the faith of the 
Christian, when attacked with specious objec- 
tions which he is unable to answer. 

Note-—Some additions have indeed been 
made in later times to the oldest writings of the 
Israelites ; but these interpolations can gene- 
rally be distinguished from the original. Nor 
have the scriptures of the Old Testament fared 
worse in this respect than the writings of Ho- 
mer, and indeed most of the written records 
composed at an early period, These additions 
inserted in the books of Moses consist of names 
of towns and countries, which were not given 
to them till after his time—the account of his 
death and burial, Deut. xxxiv., &c. Here the 
nature of the case and the alteration of style 
sufficiently indicate another hand. 

Note 2.—At this distance of time it cannot be 
determined with entire accuracy whether the 
authors to whom the several books of the Old 
Testament are ascribed, gave them the very 
form which they now have, or only furnished 
the material, which others have brought into 
the shape in which they now appear. But even 
on the latter supposition, the credibility of these 
books is not at all diminished. Rhapsodies.and 
disconnected compositions are frequently col- 
lected and arranged, for the first time, by some 
compiler living a long time after the original 
author. Many of the prophetical books—for 
example, the book of Isaiah, and most of the 
historical books, and perhaps even those of 
Moses—were composed in this way. But al 
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though Moses, for example, may not have writ- 
ten his books exactly in the manner in which 
they appear at present, he may still be said to 
have written them; and Jesus properly speaks 
of what Moses wrote. The books which bear 
his name are undoubtedly composed from very 
ancient, credible, and authentic narratives, 
which breathe everywhere the very spirit of the 
ancient world. They are his writings, although 
they may have been arranged, and sometimes 
perhaps newly modelled, by another hand. ‘The 
same may be said with respect to the writings 
of Homer, and many others. They were col- 
lected and modelled anew, some time after they 
were originally composed, and yet their authen- 
ticity as a whole remains unimpaired. Vide 
Wolf, Prolegs. ad Homerum. 


SECTION IV. 


OF THE CANON OF THE OLD TESTAMENT, OR THE 
COLLECTION OF THE BOOKS OF THE OLD TESTA- 
MENT INTO A WHOLE. 


Introductory Remarks. 


Tus section and the following comprise all 
the topics which are usually introduced under 
the title of the canon of the holy scriptures. The 
word canon, which is often misunderstood, 
means anything determined according to a fixed 
measure, rule, or law; hence, a list or catalogue 
made by a law—e. g., canon martyrum. 

But the phrase canonical books has not always 
seen used in the same sense in the Christian 
thurech. (1) The canonical books were origin- 
ally those which Christians commonly used, 
according to the appointment of the church, in 
their public assemblies for divine worship ; so 
that, under this name, many books were for- 
merly included wltich did not belong to the 
authorized collection of the Old and New Tes- 
tament scriptures, while many books whose 
divine authority was undoubted were not re- 
garded as canonical—that is, were not read in 
the churches. (2) But after the fourth century 
the phrase /ibr? canonici was taken in a more 
limited sense, and became synonymous with the 
term édvaSyxor, which was common among the 
ancient Greek fathers. Libri canonici, in this 
sense, were the books belonging to the author- 
ized collection of the Old and New Testament 
scriptures, and containing, as such, the rules of 
our faith and practice. In this sense the word 
canonical was formerly used by Augustine, and 
is still used by theological writers at the pre- 
sent day. 

Incontradistinction to the canonical are the 
apceryphcd books. And the latter term, as well 

, as the former, has been used in a wider anda 
more limited sense. (a) The apocryphal writ- 
ings were originally those books which were 
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not publicly used in the Christian assemb ‘tes 
which were laid aside, or shut up, the public 
use of which was forbidden, (Baca axdxprpa, 
oyu.) A book therefore of the Old or New 
Testament, whose divine original and authority 
were undoubted, might be apocryphal in this 
sense. But (5) after the fourth century the 
apocryphal books were understood to be those 
which did not in reality belong to the collection 


of the Old and New Testament scripteres, al- 


though frequently placed init by the uninformed, 
and esteemed by them of equal authority with 
the inspired books. This is the sense in which 
the word apucrypha! is now used by theological 
writers. 

The history of the canon of the Old-Testament 
scriptures is obscure, from the deficiency in an- 
cient records. Still there are some historical 
fragments and data from which it may be com- 
posed; though, after all, it must remain imper- 
fect. 


I. The Origin of the Canon of the Old Testament 
before the Babylonian Exile. 


Most of the books of the Old Testament were 
composed, and some of them (a considerable 
number of the Psalms, to say the least) collected 
and arranged, before the time of Ezra, or the 
Babylonian exile. The books of Moses had 
been collected and arranged in the order in 
which they now stand before the ten tribes were 
carried captive by the Assyrians. They were 
therefore adopted by the Samaritans. The book 
of the law was kept in the sanctuary of the tem- 
ple, in order (1) to secure it more effectually 
from injury, and (2) to give it a more solemn 
sanction. Vides.3,II.2. The oracles, sacred 
songs, and various other compositions of Isaiah, 
Hosea, and other prophets and teachers of reli- 
gion, were afterwards preserved in the same 
manner, and doubtless with the same intention. 
But it does not appear that before the exile any 
complete and perfect collections were made of 
all the oracles of any one prophet, or of all the 
Psalms or Proverbs. And even supposing such 
collections to have been made, they did not agree 
throughout with the collections which we now 
possess, which were made and introduced soon 
after the exile. The original collection of the 
Psalms, for example, has been enriched by the 
addition of many, which were not composed till 
after the captivity. The other original collec- 
tions have been altered and improved in a simi- 
lar manner. 

Note.—It is usually the case, that as socn as 
a nation comes to the possession of many work 
which have different degrees of merit, cr which 
are in danger of being corrupted or neglected, ox 
which perhaps have already experienced this 
fate, persons appear who are versed in literature 
and who interest themselves in these works 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


They take pains to preserve their text, or to re- 
store it when it has become corrupt; they shew 
the distinction between genuine and spurious 
writings, and they make collections, or lists, 
comprising only those which are genuine, and 
among these only the more eminent and distin- 
guished. Such persons appeared anciently 
among the Israelites, and afterwards among 
Christians. And such among the Greeks were 
the grammarians of Alexandria, under the Ptole- 
mies. They distinguished between the genuine 
and spurious works of Grecian literature, and 
composed catalogues (canones) of the best 
among the former. The books admitted into 
their canon were called éyxpwomevoe (classici), 
and the books excluded, éxxpuouevor. The ex- 
cluded writings were of course less used, and 
have since mostly perished. Vide Ruhnken, 
Historia Oratorum Grecorum critica, p. xcvi. 
Quintillian, (I. O.) I. 4, s. 3, and Spalding, ad 
h.]. These remarks illustrate the origin of the 
collection of the holy scriptures. 


Il. The Completion of the Canon of the Old Testa- 
ment after the Babylonian Exile. 


It is a current tradition among the Jews that 
the complete collection of their sacred books was 
made by Ezra. Another tradition, however, 
ascribes the establishment of the canon to Nehe- 
miah, 2 Mace. ii. 13. But neither of these tra- 
ditions is supported by sure historical evidence. 
It cannot be doubted, however, that in so im- 
portant a work as the collection and arrange- 
ment of their sacred books, the priests, and 
lawyers, and all the leading men of the nation, 
must have been unitedly engaged, as the gram- 
marians of Alexandria were, in determining the 
Greek classics. And it is very probable that 
both of the distinguished men above mentioned 
may have had a principal share in this under- 
taking. 

Our collection of the Old-Testament scrip- 
tures appears to have originated somewhat in 
the following manner :—When the Jews return- 
ed from captivity, and re-established divine 
worship, they collected the sacred books which 
they still possessed, and commenced with them 
a sacred library, as they had done before with 
the book of the law. ‘To this collection they 
afterwards added the writings of Zachariah, Ma- 
lachi, and other distinguished prophets and 
priests, who wrote during the captivity, or 
shortly after; and also the books of Kings, 
Chronicles, and other historical writings, which 
had been compiled from the ancient records of 
the nation. 

The collection thus made was ever after con- 
sidered complete; and the books composing it 
were called Tur Hoty Scriprures, THE Law 
ann tHE Propuets, &c. It was now circulated 
bv means of transcripts, and came gradually into 
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common use. The cancn of the Old Testament 
was closed as soon, certainly, as the reign of the 
Syrian king, Antiochus Epiphanes, and proba- 
bly somewhat before. After this time the spirit 
of prophecy ceased, and no new writings were’ 
added to the approved collection. What was 
done by the Grecian grammarians under Ptole- 
my, towards securing the existence and. kterary 
authority of Grecian works, by the establish- 
ment of the canon of the Greek classics, was 
done by the Jews, after their return from exile, 
towards securing the existence and religious 
authority of Hebrew books, by the establish- 
ment of the canon of the Hebrew scriptures. 

The books belonging to this collection were 
the only ones translated as sacred national books 
by the first translators of the Old Testament, the 
authors of the Septuagint. But to some manu- 
scripts of this version, other books, apocryphal, 
as they are called, were found appended. From 
this circumstance some have supposed that the 
Egyptian Jews had a different canon from those 
of Palestine, and included in it the apocryphal 
books, as of equal authority with the rest. This 
was the opinion of Semler; but it cannot be 
shewn from Josephus or Philo that the Egyptian 
Jews, though they held the apocryphal books in 
high esteem, both before and after the com- 
mencement of the Christian era, ever thought 
them of equal authority with the canonical 
books. Philo, in the first century, does not 
once mention them, although Sirach wrote about 
237 years before the birth of Christ. ‘They can- 
not, therefore, have been counted, even by the 
Egyptian Jews of the first century, among the 
books of the Old Testament. Besides, they 
were never cited by the apostles, who, however, 
always follow the Septuagint. During the se- 
cond century, Sirach was held in high esteem 
among the fathers; and gradually he and the 
other apocryphal writers obtained great autho- 
rity inthe churches. Ata still later period they 
were admitted into the canon by Christian 
writers, who mistook their high reputation for 
divine authority. Vide No. III. Cf. Eichhorn, 
Einleitung in das A. T. Th. I., and also in die 
apokryphischen Schriften des A. T. Leipzig 
1795; Storr, in the work above mentioned, p 
71, ff.; especially Jahn, Einleitung in die 
géttlichen Schriften des alten Bundes, Wien, 
1802. The latter work contains a full examina- 
tion of the latest objections. 

Can it be shewn by historical evidence that 
ail the books which now stand in this collection 
belonged to it originally? Of most of these 
books this can be satisfactorily shewn; but re- 
specting some particular books it, cannot be 
ascertained from historical records, either that 
they belonged to the collection originally, or at 
what time they were received as canonical; for 
no complete list of all our canonical books car 
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be gathered from the works of the oldest Jewish 
writers. 

The following observations, however, may 
enable us to come to some conclusion :—(1) 
We sce from Sirach, xlv.—xlix., that most of 
these books belonged to his canon. (2) The 
citations which Philo, in the first century, makes 
from the Old Testament, shew that most of these 
books belonged also to his collection. (3) But 
Josephus has left a list of the books, of which, 
at his time, the collection was composed; but 
there is some obscurity attending the passage, 
Contra Apionem, I. 8, in which this catalogue 
is contained. We cannot be certain from this 
passage that Josephus intended to include the 
books of Chronicles, Ezra, Esther, and Nehe- 
miah, in his catalogue; though the probability 
is thathe did. Vide Eichhorn, Hinleitung, Th. 
I, s. 113. (4) The frequent citations which 
the evangelists and prophets made from these 
books render it certain that most of them be- 
longed to the canon at the time of Christ. The 
passage, Matt. xxiii. 35, coll. Luke, xi. 51, de- 
serves to be specially noticed. Christ here de- 
clares that the Jews should be punished for the 
murder of all the just men who had been slain 
from Abel (Gen. iv. 8) to Zachariah, 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 21, 22. From this passage we are led to 
conclude that the disputed book of Chronicles 
not only belonged to the canon of the Old Tes- 
tament at the time of Christ, but that it was 
then, as it is now, placed last in the collection. 
(5) Add to this, that these disputed books are 
contained, as belonging to the canon, in the 
Alexandrine version, 

' Note.—Since the free inquiry respecting some 
of the books of the Old Testament, which Oeder 
published at Halle, 1771, many protestant theo- 
logians have employed themselves in suggest- 
ing doubts respecting the genuineness of some 
of the canonical Hebrew scriptures, and in at- 
tempting to prove them to be either spurious, 
uncertain, or adulterated. Among these theolo- 
gians, De Wette is the latest. They commenced 
the attack upon the books of Esther, Chroni- 
cles, Ezra, and Nehemiah; proceeded to Isaiah 
(xl.—Ix.) and other prophets, and then to the 
books of Moses; against the genuineness of all 
of which they arrayed specious objections, and 
finally endeavoured to subvert the foundation of 
the whole. canon of the Old Testament. The 
student can become acquainted with the princi- 
pal modern writers who have either assailed or 
advocated the canon of the Old Testament, and 
with the principal arguments used on both sides, 
from Jahn’s Introduction to the Old Testament, 
and the theological work of Storr and Flatt, 
which notice all, except perhaps a few of the 
very latest objections. 

To all these objections but few Christians are 
able to give a satisfactory answer. But if they 
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allow to Christ the authority which he claimed 
for himself, and which the apostles ascribed to 
him, they can relieve their minds from doubts 
by the considerations already suggested in s. 3. 
II. 5, and by those which here follow. 


Ill. The Reception of this Cunon by Christians. 


Since the primitive Christians received ths 
books of the Old Testament from the Israelites 
they may naturally be supposed to have admit- 
ted into their collection al] the books which be- 
longed to the canon of the contemporary Jews. 
It has been always said, from the earliest times 
of the church, that Christians received the books 
of the Old Testament on the simple testimony 
of Christ and his apostles ; and whatever some 
Christians may think of the authority of this 
testimony, they must allow that it is at least 
important in ascertaining the canon of the He- 
brew scriptures. But to this testimony it has 
been objected, especially in modern times, (a) 
that it did not extend to ail the books of the Old 
Testament; for example, to the books of Esther, 
Nehemiah, &c.; and (0) that it cannot be re- 
garded as decisive, because Christ and his apos- 
tles made it no part of their object to examine 
critically the history of the Hebrew scriptures; 
and made the Old Testament the basis of the 
own instructions only because it was regarded 
as the source of religious knowledge by the 
Jews among whom they taught. 

But it appears from No. II. that the whole 
collection existed at the time of Christ and his 
apostles, and indeed for some time previous, 
and that it was approved by them. Whoever, 
therefore, acknowledges them to be divine teach- 
ers, must receive the books of the Old Testa- 
ment on their authority. If he refuses to do 
this, he is either inconsistent in rejecting the 
authority of those whom he acknowledges to be 
divine teachers, or dishonest in acknowledging 
Christ and his apostles to be divine teachers, 
while he really does not believe them to be 
such. 

After the times of the apostles, the fathers of 
the church disagreed with respect to the books 
belonging to the canon of the Old-Testament 
scriptures. (1) The fathers of Palestine, their 
disciples, and others who were acquainted with 
the original Hebrew, or the tradition of the Jews, 
composed catalogues containing all the booke 
which belong to our Bible. This was done in 
the second century, by Melito, bishop of Sardis, 
cited in Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. IV. 26; by 
Origen, cited VI. 25 of the same history; by 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. IV.; by Gregory 
Nazianzen, Athanasius, and Epiphanius. (2) 
But some of the fathers included the apocrypha. 
writings, which are usually appended to the 
Alexandrine version, among the canonical books. 
They, at least, ascribed to these writings a great 
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authority, and called them Sécou: although they 
Were never considered as divine by the Jews, 
who lived either before or at the time of Christ, 
ana were never quoted by the writers of the 
New Testament or by Philo. Vide No. Il. 
These fathers believed the fable of the inspira- 
tion of the Septuagint; and finding the apocry- 
phal books appended to this version, and in 
high repute among the Egyptian Jews of the 
second century, they considered them, at length, 
as divine, and placed them on a level with the 
canonical books. The Egyptian fathers, Cle- 
mens of Alexandria and Irenaeus, first adopted 
this opinion, in which, as in many other things, 
they were followed by the Latin fathers. At 
the council at Hippo, in the year 393, in can. 
36, and at the third council at Carthage, in the 
year 397, can. 47, the apocryphal books were, 
for the first time, expressly included inter serip- 
turas canonicas. This decision was then re- 
ceived by the African fathers, and generally in 
the western church. 

But there were some of the fathers of the 
Latin church who carefully distinguished the 
apocryphal from the canonical books. Hiero- 
nymus, in his Prologus Galeatus, says respect- 
ing the Book of Wisdom, &c., non sunt in ca- 
sone. In his Pref. in libros Salomonis, he says, 
« Hee duo volumina (ecclesiasticum et sapien- 
tiam) legat ecclesia ad edificationem plebis, 
non ad auctoritatem ecclesiasticorum dogmatam 
confirmandam.” Hence the books properly 
belonging to the Old Testament were called 
libri canonici, and the apocryphal books, kbri 
ecclesiastict. Rufinus, ExpositioSymboli Apost., 
after enumerating the canonical books of the 
Old Testament, says, “* Hee sunt que patres 
intra canonem concluserunt, ef ex quibus fidet 
nostre assertiones constare voluerunt: sciendum 
tamen est, quod et alii libri sunt, qui mon sunt 
canonici, sed ecclesiastict a majoribus appellati.”” 
He then enumerates them, and adds, “ Que 
omnia legé quidem in ecclesia voluerant, non 
tamen proferri ad auetoritatem ex his fidet eon- 
Jjirmandam.” 

But after all, the Romish church, through ig- 
norance of the subject, placed the apocryphal 
books on a level with the canonical, and even 
appealed to them as authority on the doctrines 
of the Bible. They were induced to do this 
the more, from the consideration that some of 
the peculiar doctrines of their church were fa- 
voured by some passages in these books; inter- 
cession for the dead, for example, by the passage 
2 Mace. xii. 43—45. Accordingly the council 
at Trent, in the sixteenth century, set aside the 
disi nection between the canonical and apocry- 
phai books, and closed its deeretal by saying, 
«Si quis autem libros ipsos integros, cwm omnt- 
bus suis partibus, prout in ecclesia catholica legit 
eousueverunt, et in vetert vitlgata Latina editione 
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habentur, pro sacris et canonicis non susciperit, 
et traditiones pradictas, sciens et prudens con- 
temserit, anathema sit.’?. Sess. IV. Deer. I. 
The more candid and enlightened theologians 
of the Romish church have, however, never al- 
lowed quite the same authority to the apocryphal 
as to the canonical scriptures; and have adopt- 
ed the convenient division of the books into pro 
tocanonict and dewteroeanonici, in the latter of 
which they place the apocryphal writings. 
Cf. Morus, p. 38, 
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SECTION V. 


OF THE CANON OF THE NEW TESTAMENT, OR THE 
COLLECTION OF THE BOOKS OF THE NEW TES=- 
TAMENT INTO A WHOLE. 


I. Origin of this Collection. 

Ir was natural that the first Christians, who 
had been in the habit of using a collection of 
the sacred books of the Jews, should feel in- 
duced to institute a similar collection of their 
own sacred books. This was the more neces- 
sary, as many spurious writings, which were 
ascribed to the apostles, were in circulation, 
and even publicly read and used in the churches. 
Even during the life of the apostles, such spu- 
rious writings were palmed upon them by impos- 
tors, 2 Thess. ii. 2; Col. iii. 17. Inconsequence 
of these circumstances, Christians were induced 
very early to commence the collection of their 
sacred books into a complete whole, with par- 
ticular reference to Christian posterity, which 
otherwise would have had a very groundless 
and disfigured Christianity. Vide Introduction, 
s. 7, ad finem. Into this collection only such 
writings were admitted as were considered to be 
the genuine productions of the apostles and first 
disciples of Christ; although many other books 
were still regarded as canonical, in the old ec- 
clesiastical sense of the word, and were still 
publicly read in Christian assemblies. Euse- 
bius, Hist. Eccles. HI. 3, and others of the an- 
cient fathers, said expressly that many books 
were dvaywasxduevor, Which were not évdiasnxos 
(éyxpwduevor.) Thus the epistle of Barnabas, 
the Shepherd of Hermas, and the sermon of Peter, 
were used in Egypt; and even in the fifth cen- 
tury, the revelation of Peter, in Palestine. 

But with respect to the manner in which this 
collection originated, and with respect to those 
who were chiefly instrumental in forming it, we 
can obtain only very disconnected and imperfect 
information from the history of the church dur- 
ing the first centuries. The information which 
we possess on these points is, however, more 
complete than that which relates to the canon of 
the Old Testament; and indeed amounts to a 
satisfactory degree of evidence. 

In order to confirm the credibility and genu- 
ineness of the collection, it was formerly sup- 
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posed that some inspired man must have either 
made or approved it ; and because John outlived 
.the other apostles, he was fixed upon as the in- 
dividual; just as Ezra was, by the Jews, for the 
compilation of the Old-Testament scriptures. 
In this supposition there is a mixture of truth 
and error. We have no historical evidence for 
believing that John either made or approved the 
whode collection. In order to arrive at the truth 
on this subject, we must consider the collection 
divided into its two principal parts, ebayyéacoy 
and azdczonos. 7 

1. It was commonly reported in the early 
ages of the church, that John was aequainted 
with the first three gospels, that he sanctioned 
them by his authority, and completed the his- 
tory of Jesus which they contain, by his own 
gospel. Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. HI. 24. And 
this report appears to be true, on a moment’s 
reflection. Vide Michaelis, Herder, and Storr. 
John either wholly omits to mention, or at most 
only briefly notices, for the sake of connexion, 
even such important events as the baptism and 
the ascension of Christ, and the institution of 
the Lord’s supper, if they have been fully de- 
scribed by the other evangelists. On the other 
hand, he relates many things which the others 
omit. He enlarges, for example, on the inci- 
dents and discourses which preceded and followed 
the supper, the passion, the resurrection, and 
other events, the histories of which are given 
by the other evangelists. He may therefore be 
supposed to have known and sanctioned the first 
three gospels, which, in connexion with his own, 
were of course received by the Christian church. 

2. Butit cannot be shewn from historical tes- 
timony, or any other evidence, that John either 
made the collection of the other books (az0o- 
coaos) now belonging to the New Testament, or 
sanctioned it by his authority, when made. This 
supposition is, on the contrary, extremely im- 
probable. If John had sanctioned the entire col- 
lection of our New Testament scriptures, how 
could doubts have arisen respecting his second 
and third epistles, the Apocalypse, and sonie 
other writings, even in the midst of the Asiatic 
church, where he himself lived? His decision 
would have for ever settled the question as to 
the sacred canon. 

It is evident from the historical information 
which we possess, that this collection was not 
finished at once, but was commenced a econsi- 
derable time before it was made complete. It 
was divided into two parts, 70 ebayyéacoy, and 
6 dmooronos OF 70 Groordrtxor. 

(1) As to the gospels, the genuine and the 
spurious were early Gistinguished from each 
other. Justin the Martyr distinctly speaks of 
the gospels as productions of the apostles. Ire- 
neus, Contra Heres, III. 11, cites the gospels 
of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, as those 


which he knew to be genuine. The same was 
done by Clemens of Alexandria, and Tertullian 
Vide Storr, s. 12. Tatian, at the end of the se 
cond century, and Ammonius, at the beginning 
of the third, composed harmonies of the fout 
gospels, and Origen wrote a copious commen- 
tary on Matthew and John. The gospels were, 
therefore, collected as early as the second cen- 
tury ; and in the third and fourth centuries were 
regarded as-of undoubted authority throughout 
the Christian church. They were prefixed to 
the other books of the New Testament; because 
the history of Jesus was considered, at that early 
period, as the basis of Christian truth, and was 
taught wherever the gospel was preached, (John, 
xx. 31) just as the historical books, especially 
the writings of Moses, were prefixed to the 
Old Testament, as the basis of the Mosaic 
economy. 

(2) As to the epistles, a collection of them 
was commenced at a very early period, and was 
gradually enlarged and completed. It appears, 
indeed, to be of somewhat later origin than the 
collection of the gospels; but both of them must 
have existed soon after the commencement of 
the second century; for Ignatius, Ep. ad. Phi- 
ladelph. cap. 5, speaks of the gospels, and of the 
apostolical writings. The apostolical epistles 
were first sent to the churches, for which they 
were principally written. They were then 
communicated by these churches, either in the 
original or in transcript, to other connected 
churches, (Col. iv. }6;) and each church col- 
lected as many as it could obtain. From such 
small, imperfect beginnings, our present collee- 
tion was formed. It is probable that some cele- 
brated teacher, who possessed more epistles than 
any other man, or perhaps some distinguished 
church, first instituted this collection in the se- 
cond century ; and that it was afterwards adopted 
by others, in deference to this authority. The 
place where this collection was first made, is 
unknown. Mill supposes it was Rome; but 
without sufficient reason. 

This collecton of the epistles was designed to 
include only those which were most distin- 
guished, and whose authenticity was univer- 
sally allowed. The dxoordacxor, therefore, ori- 
ginally contained only the thirteen epistles of 
Paul, and the first epistles of Peter and John; 
since these only were considered by the oldest 
fathers as belonging to the év8iSyxo. But 
afterwards the dyraeyoueva Were gradually ad- 
mitted into the canon. And as early as the third 
century, most of the copies of the collection con- 
tained all the books which now belong to it, the 
Gvtureyoueva, not excepted ; as appears from the 
catalogue of Origen cited by Eusebius, Hist. 
Eccles. VI. 25; and from that of Eusebius him- 
self, Hist. Eccles. IIT. 25, where he appeals to éx- 
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pha from the évd.aSjx0:. Vide Griesbach, Hist. 
epp- Paull. Jene, 1777, 4to. The catalogues 
of Cyril of Jerusalem and of Gregory Nazian- 
zen agree with these, except that the Apoca- 
lypse is wholly omitted by the former, and is 
mentioned by the latter as doubtful. 


Ul. The Principles on which this Collection was 
made, and the Authority which it possesses. 


We discover these principles from the writ- 
ings of the fathers of the early ages of the church. 

1. It was a rule to admit only such books 
into the canon as could be proved to be the pro- 
ductions of the apostles themselves, or of their 
first assistants in office. Those only, therefore, 
were allowed to be évSvaSqxou which had credible 
testimony in their favour from the earliest times. 
The gospels of Peter, Thomas, and others, were 
on this principle rejected by Origen and Euse- 
bius. 

2. The doctrines taught in a book were also 
examined before it was admitted into the canon. 
If any book disagreed with the doctrines which 
the apostles taught, or with the regulations 
which the apostles established, it was excluded 
from the canon as clearly spurious. This rule 
was needed even at that early period ; for many 
books written in support of error had from the 
first been ascribed to the apostles, in order to 
procure more influence and currency. 

3. The custom and example of otherchurches, 

hich might reasonably be supposed to have 
judged on good and solid grounds, and which 
were free from the suspicion of credulity or care- 
lessness, were in some cases referred to in de- 
termining whether a book should be admitted 
into the canon. So Hieronymus (Catal. Script. 
Eccles.), when speaking of the book of Jude, 
says that it had indeed been doubted and reject- 
ed by some, but auctoritatem jam velustate et usw 
meruit. 

The question upon what the canonical autho- 
rity of the books of the New Testament depends 
ray now be easily answered. It depends prin- 
cipally upon the decision of the first Christian 
teachers and churches; as the authority of the 
Greek classics depends upon the decision of the 
grammarians of Alexandria. Their decision, 
however, was not arbitrary, but founded on sober 
examination of the authenticity of these books. 
No public and universal law was ever passed 
in the ancient church, determining that all and 
each of the books of the New Testament should 
be adopted without further examination and in- 
quiry. The learned always were, and always 
must be, free to inquire on this subject. If we 
are convinced at all, it must be by reason and 
not by authority. We should not, therefore, 
blindly credit the testimony of the ancients, whe- 
ther given by particular churches or by distin- 
guished individuals; nor, on the contrary, should 
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we blindly reject their testimony. We ought 
rather to examine the evidence upon which they 
decided, and then believe according to our own 
sincere conviction. The authenticity of some of 
the books (the dyrvxeyoueva) which stand in our 
present collection was disputed even in ancient 
times; and the decision respecting them was 
very different, even in the ancient orthodox 
church. 

The canonical books were indeed, as we find, 
in some cases determined by formal decrees, 
which seem to cut off and discountenance all 
further inquiry, as in the Canones Apostolici, 
which, however, are spurious ; also in can. 60 
of the council at Laodicea, about the year 360, 
in which only the Apocalypse is omitted. But 
this council was composed of only a few bi- 
shops, and its determinations were not adopted 
by the other churches; besides, the sixtieth canon 
is probably spurious. Vide Spittler, Kritische 
Untersuchung des sechzigsten Laodic. Ca- 
nons, Bremen, 1777, 8vo. The council at Hippo, 
in the year 393, and at Carthage. in the year 
397, also established similar cataiogues. But 
neither of these councils was general. Many 
other enactments were made on the subject of 
the canon in the Romish church at a later pe- 
riod; but the council of Trent, in the sixteenth 
century, for the first time established the canon 
for the Romish church by a general and formal 
decree. 

But the protestant church has never acqui- 
esced in those decrees which preclude or pro- 
hibit further investigation. Luther considered 
it allowable to call in question the authenticity 
of the Apocalypse and the epistles of James; and 
he was followed in this opinion by many theo- 
logians of the sixteenth century. And other 
protestant theologians have doubted respecting 
other books of the avrureyoueva. 

Note 1.—Even if we should allow that the 
dvtvneyoueva are spurious, and cannot be relied 
upon in proof of the Christian system, we should 
not be compelled either to relinquish or to alter 
a single doctrine. For the books whose genu- 
ineness is undisputed contain all that is neces- 
sary for a complete knowledge of Christian faith 
and duty. 

Note 2.—If we examine the reasons which led 
some of the ancients to doubt the authenticity 
of the dvrcreyoueva, we Shall find that they were 
derived rather from the doctrines taught in these 
books than from any historical evidence against 
them. Such were Luther’s objections. But 
none of the objections of this nature which are 
alleged are, in my view, sufficiently weighty to 
justify us in considering any one of these books 
as doubtful, not even the Apocalypse, as most 
at present acknowledge. In the following work, 
therefore, the doctrines of the Christian religion 
will be supported by texts taken from the differ- 
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ent books of the New Testament, without any 
reference to this distinction. 

Works to be consulted :—Gerh. de Mastricht, 
Canon SS. secundum seriem seculor. N. T. 
collectus et notis illustratus, Jene, 1725. This 
work contains the opinions of the fathers, cata- 
logues of the canon extracted from their writ- 
ings, and the decrees of the councils. Stosch, 
De librorum V. T. canone, Frankfort an dem 
Oder, 1755, 8vo. Semler, Abhandlungen von 
freyer Untersuchung des Canons, 4 Theile, 
Halle, 1771—75, 8vo. Weber, Beytrage zur 
Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Canons, 
Tiibingen, 1791. Corrodi, Versuch einer Be- 
leuchtung der Geschichte des jiidishen und 
christlichen Bibeleanons, 2 Bande, Halle, 1792. 
Other works are referred to in Jahn, and in the 
Elements of Storr and Flatt. 


SECTION VI. 


ON THE UNADULTERATED CORRECTNESS AND IN- 
TEGRITY OF THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENT 
SCRIPTURES. 


Tue integrity of the holy scriptures implies 
(1) that none of the books which formerly be- 
longed to the canon are now wanting (integritas 
totalis ;) (2) that these scriptures are transmitted 
to us in such a state as still to promote the ob- 
ject for which they were originally written, (in- 
tearitas partium, or partialis.) 


I. Integritas Totalis. 


If some of the scriptures which formerly be- 
longed to the canon had perished, the loss would 
not be very essential. If those that are left give 
us all the information which we need respecting 
the Jewish and Christian economy, no other 
books are necessary. ‘That any books, how- 
ever, have ever belonged to the canon of the 
Jewish or Christian scriptures, which do not 
now belong to it, cannot be proved. It is true, 
indeed, that the apostles and prophets wrote 
many books which have not come down to us— 
books, too, which were inspired. For if inspi- 
ration is conceded to those books of theirs which 
were admitted into the canon of the Old and 
New Testament, and which are therefore pre- 
served, it must also be conceded to those which 
were not admitted into the canon, and have 
therefore perished. The oral discourses of Jesus 
and the apostles were doubtless inspired, and yet 
many of these discourses are lost; and even of 
those which were committed to writing, only 
extracts of the more important parts were in 
many cases preserved. ‘There is nothing incon- 
sistent, therefore, in the supposition that God 
should suffer even an inspired book to be left 
out of this collection, and consequently to be 
lost to posterity. But there is no evidence that 
any of the books which are lost ever belong- 


ed to the canon. Paul wrote, as we see from 
his epistles, at least one letter to the Corinthi- 
ans more than we have at present. Many me- 
moirs of Jesus, as we find from Luke, i. 1, were 
written at a very early period. The historical 
books of the Old Testament were extracted from 
larger historical works, whieh are often cited 
in the books compiled from them, but which 
are now lost. Other collections of songs are 
mentioned ; as, 117 10, Joshua, x. 13. Writ- 
ings of the prophets Gad, Nathan, Semaja, and 
Jehu, are mentioned in Chronicles; but none of 
these ever belonged to the collection of the Old 
and New Testament scriptures. Cf. Jahn, 
Hinleitung. 


Ul. Integritas Partialis. 


The integrity of a book is not affected by 
variations of the text, and by false readings. 
These could not have been avoided, except by 
miracle, in the numerous transcripts which have 
been made of these ancient scriptures. The in- 
tegrity of a book requires only that its text be 
in such a state that the object for which the 
book was written is fully answered. When we 
assert the integrity of the Bible, therefore, we 
do not pretend that every letter, word, and ex- 
pression in our present copies exactly answers 
to the original text, but that the general contents, 
the doctrines of the Bible, are taught in it with 
uncorrupted correctness and certainty. 

The variations of the text of the New Testa- 
ment amounted, according to the estimate of 
Wetstein, to sixty thousand; and of the text of 
the Old Testament to a still greater number. 
But by all these variations no doctrine of any 
importance is undermined or altered, and no 
history of any interest is disfigured or changed. 
A few of the texts by which some doctrines 
were supported have, indeed, been discarded— 
e. g., 1 John, v. 7; but there are other texts which 
afford to each of these doctrines an ample proof; 
so that the doctrines themselves remain unal- 
tered. Besides, the most important variations, 
those which affect the sense most materially, do 
not concern the doctrines of religion or the ob- 
jects of faith, but some indifferent cireumstances, 
trifling historical minutiz, &c. Without giving 
up the integrity of the Bible, then, we may freely 
concede that in some few places the true reading 
is lost beyond recovery. 


The Teat of the Holy Scriptures is not so corrupt 
as to prevent the attainment of the object for 
which they were written. 


1. Of the text of the New Testament. The 
supposition that the text in all the manuscripts 
of the New Testament has been intentional.y 
and generally falsified cannot possibly be maae. 
Any falsifications must have been made eithet 
by the reigning ecclesiastical body (catholici) 
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or by some of the sects (heretici) during the 
first three centuries. But among the former, 


theye was no man during this period of sufficient | 


authority to cause the alterations which he 
might have made to be generally adopted. The 
jealousy existing among individual churches 
and teachers was far too great, and the use of 
the Christian scriptures far too general, to allow 
an intentional falsification to be made. These 
scriptures were publicly read, and were there- 
fore familiar to every Christian. This was the 
case certainly with those more important parts, 
which, if any, would have been falsified. There 
were also many translations made from the va- 
rious manuscripts of the original Greek, the 
text of which still agrees in every important 
particular with our own. 

The text of the New Téstament was, indeed, 
intentionally altered and corrupted by some of 
the heretics—e. g. Marcion; but those altera- 
tions were immediately discovered and con- 
demned by the orthodox churches. In fact, 
these heretics freely acknowledged that they 
themselves had fabricated them, and did not 
pretend to follow the original text. 

2. Of the text of the Old Testament. The 
opinions which formerly prevailed respecting 
the integrity of the text of the Old Testament 
were much more extravagant than respecting 
that of the New. These opinions were founded 
on the exaggerated accounts which were given 
by the later Jews respecting the pains which 
their ancestors, especially the Masorites, had 
taken to preserve the sacred text unaltered. 
They went so far as to say, that in consequence 
of this caution, not a single mistake or false 
reading had been able to creep into the original 
Hebrew text. And they extended the same re- 
mark even to the accents and vowel points. 
John Buxtorf, father and son, professors of the 
Hebrew language at Basel, during the last part 
of the seventeenth century, adopted these fabu- 
Jous Jewish opinions and stories, and advocated 
them with great zeal. Through their influence 
and that of their disciples, as the principal 
cause, these opinions became very prevalent 
among the Swiss, and even Lutheran, theolo- 
gians at the end of the seventeenth and the be- 
ginning of the eighteenth century. In Switzer- 
land they were regarded as essential points of 
orthodoxy, and placed as such in the Formula 
consensus Helvitici. But, 

(1) The exactest agreement of all our present 
manuscripts would not prove the present text to 
be throughout true, for all our present Hebrew 
manuscripts follow the same Masoretic recen- 
sion; and their agreement would only prove 
that this recension had suffered no corruption. 

(2) This supposed agreement has, however, 
peen disproved since our manuscripts have been 
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as appears from the vast number of various read» 
ings collected by Kennicott and De Rossi. 

(3) The Hebrew manuscripts from which 
the ancient versions—for example, the Septua- 
gint—were made differed still more widely ; and 
in some instances quite another recension of the 
Hebrew text was at the foundation of these ver- 
sions. 

But however great may be the corruptions 
which are found in particular books or passages 
of the Old Testament, they do not materially 
affect the Christian religion, which does not 
stand in such an intimate connexion with any 
parts of the Jewish scriptures that it must stand 
or fall with them. But the same is true on this 
subject with respect to the Old Testament as 
was remarked above with respect to the New. 
Nota single doctrine is undermined or weak- 
ened by all these various readings. Nor can it 
be proved that the text has in a single instance 
been intentionally corrupted in favour of parti- 
cular doctrinal prejudices. Even the Samaritan 
text of the, five books of Moses, the most im- 
portant of the Hebrew scriptures, exhibits their 
contents with entire fidelity, and in entire ac- 
cordance with the texts of our common Hebrew 
manuscripts. 

Cf. Rich. Simon, Hist. critique du V. T., 
Rotterdam, 1685, 4to. Capellus, Critica Sacra, 
Paris, 1650. Eichhorn, Einleitung ins alte 
Testament, Th. I. Cap. IJ. Lichtenstein, Pa- 
ralipomena critica circa textum Vet. Testamenti, 
Helmstadt, 1799, 4to. Jahn, Einleitung. Also 
the writings of Kennicott and De Rossi. 


SECTION VII. 


OF THE TRUTH AND DIVINITY OF THE DOCTRINES 
TAUGHT BY CHRIST AND HIS APOSTLES. 


Tue truth and divinity of the doctrines con- 
tained in the Christian scriptures must be con- 
sidered before the divinity of these scriptures 
themselves. 

The principal proofs which Jesus himself and 
his apostles produced in favour of the divinity 
of their doctrines are the following: 


I. Proof from the Claims which Jesus himself made. 


Jesus frequently called himself an immediate 
divine messenger. He declared that he taught 
his religion by the express command of God, 
and as his deputed ambassador, Matt. xxvi. 53; 
John, v. 43; xvi. 27, 28, et passim. This de- 
claration of Jesus, so often repeated, is, in itself 
considered, of great weight. ‘I'he same preten- 
sions have, indeed, sometimes been made by im- 
postors and enthusiasts; but the whole charac- 
ter and conduct of Jesus were such as to free 
him from the imputation of being either an ho- 
nest enthusiast or a crafty impostor. He is the 


compared. They differ widely from one another, | very opposite of what impostors and enthusiasts, 
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even of the best desezptisx, usually are; he 
practised none of the arts of deception, and he 
appealed confidently and unreservedly to his in- 
nocence, even in presence of his enemies ; and 
challenged them to convict him, if they were 
able, of a single act of dishonesty, John, viii. 
46, seq. 

This proof has been carefully stated by Storr, 
Doctrina Christiana, p. 28—34, and by Dr. 
Hensler, Die Wahrheit und Gdttlichkeit der 
christlichen Religion in der Kiirze dargestellt, 
p- 26—32, Hamburg, 1803, 8vo. 


Il. Proof from the Excellence, Suitableness, and Be- 
neficial Tendency of this Religion. 


This proof is called argumentum internum 
pro veritate et divinitate religionis Christiane. 
Jesus himself makes use of this argument, John, 
vii. 17. It is also employed by the apostles, 
and by the ancient apologists of Christianity, 
Justin, Athenagoras, Tertullian, and Clemens 
of Alexandria. That the Christian religion is 
surpassed by no other in the purity, simplicity, 
and practical utility of its doctrines, is perfectly 
obvious, and, even at the present day, is gene- 
rally acknowledged. No sage or moralist, of 
ancient or modern times, has accomplished so 
great a work as has been done by Christ; has 
taught such salutary doctrines—doctrines which 
exert so benign an influence in comforting and 
renovating the heart of man. And this every 
one may know from his own experience who 
makes a personal application of these doctrines 
in the manner which Christ has prescribed. 
Vide Introduction, s. 3, ad finem. 

The religion which, by its doctrine and disci- 
pline, accomplishes all this,tand Which is so 
taught as to effect what had never before been 
Jone by man, deserves to be called divine; and 
must be acknowledged, even by the rationalist, 
fo be, on this account, at least important and 
worthy of respect. But the internal excellence 
of the Christian religion does not, in itself con- 
sidered, satisfactorily prove that this religion is, 
as a matter of fact, derived immediately from 
God; the utility and benevolent tendency of a 
doctrine prove only that it is worthy of God, and 
not the fact that itis derived from him. As this 
is a question of fact, it can be proved only by 
other facts. Vide Introduction, s. 8. III. 2, note. 
Hence it is that this proof from the internal ex- 
eellence of the Christian religion is always in- 
sisted upon, to the exclusion of the proof from 
miracles, by those who deny any immediate di- 
vine revelation in’the higher sense. That di- 
vine revelation in this sense cannot be suffi- 
ciently established by this internal argument 
may be seen from the Introduction, s. 7, I. ad 
finem. ' 

But although this internal argument does not, 
separately considered, satisfactorily prove the 
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immediate divine origin of the Christian religion, 
it is still of: great importance— 

1. To the sincere inquirer. A conviction of 
the inherent excellence of the Christian religion, 
and of its benevolent tendencies, is of the great- 
est importance to the candid inquirer in seriously 
examining the other proofs by which the divi- 
nity of our religion is supported. It prepares 
his mind to receive them, and predisposes him 
to believe any evidence that may be offered, or 


| any declarations that may be made, by one wh) 


gave such excellent precepts, and lived himself 
in a manner so conformed to them, as Jesus did.. 
Jesus declared that his instructions were derived 
immediately from God. Vide Nol. Now if 
the inquirer finds that the religion of Christ ac- 
complishes what might be reasonably expected 
of a religion of divine origin; if he finds that its 
founder possessed a pure moral character, and 
was neither an impostor nor a deluded enthusi- 
ast; he will give credit to his pretensions, and 
feel himself bound to admit the evidence that 
may be offered of his divine mission. 

2. To the practical Christian. The belief of 
the truth and divinity of the Christian religion 
arising from its internal excellence and its bene- 
ficial effects, is in the highest degree important 
to every practical Christian. His whole estima- 
tion of this religion depends upon his having 
felt this excellence, and joyfully experienced 
these benefits, in his own heart. These experi- 
ences produce a firm conviction in his mind of 
the truth of this religion, which no theoretie 
doubts are able to shake. 

These feelings arising in the heart of the true 
Christian, as he studies, applies, and practises 
the instructions of his religion, and the firm con- 
viction of the truth and divinity of his religion, 
arising from these feelings, is called testimonium 
spiritus sancti internum—i. e., a conviction of 
the divinity of the Christian religion produced 
in the mind of man by the Spirit of God. This 
conviction is not a conclusion, but a feeling, from 
which the truth is inferred. Vide Morus, p. 39, 
40. The term ¢estimonium (uaprvpia), taken 
from Rom. viii. 16, and 1 John, v. 6, was ap- 
plied to this inward persuasion, in contradistine- 
tion to the name testimonium externum spiritus 
sancti, taken from Heb. ii. 4, which was given 
to the proof afforded by miracles. 

The internal witness of the Spirit denotes those 
pious feelings and dispositions which God or 
the Holy Spirit awakens in us by means of the 
Christian doctrine, and which are the evidence, 
the internal proof, to us, that this doctrine is 
true. ‘+ Ultima ratio, sub qua et propter quam 
fide divina et infallibili credimus, verbum Dei, 
esse verbum Dei, est, ¢psa intrinseca vis et effica- 
cia verbi diving, et spiritus sancti in scriptura lo- 
quentis testificatio et obsignatio,’ Quenstedt, 
Systema, I. p. 140 
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This intimate persuasion is perfectly rational, 
and by no means visionary. It is not- produced 
in us in a miraculous manner, by direct divine 
agency, but it results from the truths which we 
have understood and obeyed. We are conscious 
in our inmost souls that since we have embraced 
this heavenly religion, and have faithfully obey- 
ed its precepts, we have had more peace and 
happiness, and more strength to execute our vir- 
tuous resolutions, than ever before. In this way 
we are brought to the conviction that the Chris- 
tian religion is the true and only means of pro- 
moting our happiness, and of imparting that 
quiet of mind, and that strength for virtue, which 
we need. And from this conviction we pass to 
the conclusion, that the Christian religion is true 
and divine, and that Jesus and his apostles are 
to be believed when they declare it to be such. 
We have found this doctrine to be possessed of 
higher excellences and of a greater efficacy than 
any other with which we have been acquainted, 
and hence conclude that it is the very means 
which God himself has appointed for our good. 

This proof of the divine origin of the Chris- 
tian religion, derived from its happy effects, is 
often urged by Christ, John, vii. 15—17, coll. 
viii. 47; and also by the apostles, 1 Thess. ii. 
13 ; 2 Cor. iii. 1—4; Acts, li. 14—37; and par- 
ticularly from the effect of the discourses of 
Jesus, Matt. vii. 28, 29; Luke, xxiv. 32. This 
proof, explained in this way, is conformed both 
to reason and observation; and the feelings 
upon which it rests must have been experienced 
by every true Christian. Cf. s. 124, Il.; 
Nosselt, Diss. inaug. de interno testimonio spi- 
ritus sancti, Halle, 1767. Gehe (Superintendant 
at Oschatz), Diss. inaug. de argumento, quod 
pro divinitate religionis Christiane ab experi- 
entia ducitur, Géttingen, 1796. Morus, p. 40. 


Ill. Proof from Miracles. 


In this place we shall consider only what we 
are taught on this subject by the writers of the 
Old and New Testaments, and the point of view 


in which they regarded it ; adding a few obser-. 


vations for the purpose of illustration. Here- 
after, in the Article on Divine Providence, s. 72, 
we shall consider the arguments and objections 
of a philosophical nature. 

1. The following names are given to miracles 
by the sacred writers, and by Jesus himself :— 
m2, ni23, correspondent to which in the Sep- 
tuagint, and in the New Testament, are the 
words Svvapus, Surapers, because miracles are 
proofs of the divine power. ND, Savudova, 
Sovpara, something extraordinary, which ex- 
cites wonder. npvn, répas, répara, prodigia, por- 
tenta, something monstrous, which excites the 
idea of a tremendous force. ns, onueva, oslenta, 
because miracles are signs or evidences of di- 
vine interposition; whence they are also called 
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the hand of God, the finger of God. » myon, tpyo 
tov @cov. The miracles of Christ are frequently 
called %pya, by way of eminence. The divine 
power by which miracles were wrought was 
called M9, VIII 1, rvevUN Gyror, nvevua Ozor, 
TVEVU. 

2. These biblical names of miracles clearly 
shew that the sacred writers considered miracles 
to be events effected by divine power, unlike 
those which commonly occur in the known 
order of nature, established by God, and inex- 
plicable to us by the laws of nature, and there- 
fore calculated to excite surprise and wonder 
Such events are not necessary for the establish- 
ment of a natural religion; but they are indis- 
pensable to the establishment of any religion 
which announces itself as revealed from God in 
any other way than through the reason of man,— 
of a religion, in short, like the Christian, which 
is a positive religion, and in which Christ ap- 
pears in the character of a divine messenger to 
disclose the mind of God. The peculiar doc- 
trines of this religion are not cognizable from 
the nature of things, but are taught us by per- 
sons who assert that they themselves were 
taught by God. Now if they would obtain cre- 
dit in this assertion, they must be able to prove 
their divine mission by proper evidence. They 
cannot do this by proofs drawn from reason; 
they therefore resort to miracles. 

Properly speaking, these miracles are wrought 
by God. In performing them, he does not alter 
or disturb the course of things which he himself 
directs, or counteract the laws which he himself 
has established ; but he accomplishes, by means 
of nature, which he has thus constituted and 
which he governs, something more than is com- 
mon, and in connexion with unusual circum- 
stances. 

[ Note.—This is here maintained in opposition 
to some theologians of former times, who held 
that in case of a real miracle the course of na- 
ture was disturbed, or the laws of nature coun- 
teracted. ‘+ Miracula vera et proprie dicla sunt, 
que contra vim rebus naturalibus a Deo inditam, 
cursumque naturalem, sive per extraordinariam 
Dei potentiam efficiuntur; ut cum... aqua in vi 
num convertitur, mortui suscitantur,’’ &c. Quen- 
stedt, Systema, P. J. et II. p. 471, Viteberge, 
1685, fol. ‘The same opinion is expressed by 
Buddeus. Miracles, he says, are ‘+ operationes 
quibus nature leges ad ordinem et conserva- 
tionem totius hujus universi spectantes, re vera 
suspenduntur.” Instit. theol. dogm. p. 245. 
They are likewise defined by Wegscheider as 
‘¢ eventus insoliti admirationem excitantes ; ideo- 
que a cooperatione cause, humanas vires super- 
antis, et rerum nature cursum consuetum, leges- 
que in efficiendo ejusmodi eventw tollentis, ple- 
rumque repetiti.” Institutiones, p. 173, s. 46. 
But with respect to this opinion, Augustine pro- 
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perly asked, “Quomodo est contra naturam, 
qued est voluntate Dei, quum voluntas tanti 
utique creatoris, condita rei cujuslibet natura 
sit.” De Civ. Dei, XXI.8. This opinion led 
to the supposition that in connexion with every 
miracle there was a miraculum restitutionis, by 
which the confusion occasioned was obviated, 
and the proper. order restored. Vide J. Jac. 
Ebert, Dubitationes contra miracula restitu- 
tionis. 

The following remarks on this subject are 
from Tieftrunk, Censur des chr. protest. Lehrbe- 
griffs, s. 263—265: “The efficient supersen- 
sible Being may not suspend the laws, or disar- 
range the course of nature; but must employ 
nature as the means of producing the designed 
result. What is miraculous is not therefore 
contrary to nature (widernatiirlich), but extraor- 
dinary, preternatural, (aussernatiirlich.) The 
wonder-working Being produces in the sphere 
of sense, and by the laws which govern this 
sphere, such an effect as does not occur in the 
ordinary course of things, and could not be pro- 
duced by the mere powers of nature. A miracu- 
lous event seems to encroach upon the course of 
nature, without disturbing or displacing it. But 
this encroachment cannot be accounted for by 
any natural causality, and must be ascribed to a 
higher power working according to the laws of 
sensible nature. But we must not suppose that 
this supersensible cause acts in a lawless man- 
ner in working miracles; for although we are 
unacquainted with the laws which prevail in the 
sphere of spirit, we must still believe that some 
laws are there in force; and if we knew what 
they were, we should consider the same events 
which now appear miraculous as perfectly na- 
tural.’’? Vide Hahn, Lehrbuch des christlichen 
Glaubens, s. 24, Leipzig, 1828.] 

In this extraordinary exertion of his power, 
God has ever some great moral end in view; 
since it is inconsistent with reason and scripture 
to suppose that he acts without respect to an 
end. Now the end for which miracles are per- 
formed is clearly revealed. They are the cre- 
dentials of the divine messengers, and invest 
with a divine authority their precepts, promises, 
threatenings, and whatever else they may de- 
elare; for no teacher ever did or can work a 
miracle by his own power: he can only act as 
the instrument in the hand of God, the author 
and governor of nature. When God, therefore, 
raises the dead, or performs any other miracle, 
through the instrumentality of a teacher, he thus 
declares that this teacher is divinely commis- 
sioned, that through him he shall speak, and 
act, and accomplish his purposes. He thus fur- 
nishes his ambassador with credentials, secures 
him the attention of his fellow men, calls upon 
them to acknowledge the divinity of his mission, 
and to receive his heavenly doctrine. This, 
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then, as we are taught by the Bible, is the end 
for which miracles were wrought. 7J'rwe mira- 
cles are the credentials which God gives his 
ambassadors of their divine mission; and every 
teacher who performs them should be received 
as a messenger sent from God. For it cannot 
be supposed that the God of truth would enable 
an enthusiast, or a crafty impostor, or any false 
teacher, to perform rea/ miracles, since he would 
thus set his own seal to a falsehood. Hence 
we may safely’argue the falsity of all the al- 
leged miracles which are wrought for the con- 
firmation of doctrines and declarations which are 
demonstrably untrue, and therefore not of God,— 
such, for example, as were wrought by the false 
prophets in ancient times, and which are de- 
clared in the Bible to be deceptive. 

On these principles, Christ and his apostles 
prove the divinity of their mission and doctrine, 
by the miracles which they performed in view 
of their contemporaries, Matt. xi. 3, seq. John, 
xiv. 11. Vide Scripta Varii argumenti, ed. 2, 
p. 187. And in consequence of the miracles 
which he wrought, Jesus was received by many 
of his contemporaries as a teacher sent from 
God, John, iii. 2; ix. 35—38. This belief in 
his character arising from his miracles, was ap- 
proved by Jesus himself, Matt. xi. 2—6, 20—24. 
Sometimes, however, he justly blamed the Jews 
for seeking constantly after signs and wonders. 
As to the object of the miracles which he per- 
formed, he distinctly declared, that they should 
be considered as proof (ozuevov) that he, as a 
man, did not teach his own wisdom, nor act 
from his own will, but as the organ of God, the 
creator and governor of the universe; and that 
his instructions should therefore be considered as 
divine instructions (adyor), and received and 
obeyed as coming from God. Vide John, iii., 
Vig Viey Vill. Xliy XIV., XVI. ¢ ACtS, 1, 22> x. 56. 
Miracles are regarded by Christ and the apos- 
tles as always intended by God to promote the 
success (svvepyetosav) and confirm the authority 
(BeBocovr) of the doctrine taught by the one 
through whom they were performed. Mark, 
xvi. 20. The apostles refer, in the Acts and in 
the epistles, to three kinds of miracles—viz., 
(1) those wrought wpon Jesus, to prove his au- 
thority, especially his resurrection from the 
dead ; (2) those wrought by him; and (3) those 
which they themselves performed. 

The proof from miracles, impressing, as they 
do, the bodily senses, often produces a strong 
conviction, and is especially adapted to thuse 
who are insensible to the proof drawn from the 
internal excellence of the Christian religion 
and the effects which it produces on the hearte 
of men. 

3. How far is the proof from miracles still 
valid? May it be urged at the present day? It 
has heen rejected, in ncdern times, as wholly 
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destitute of evidence, by Rousseau, Hume, and 
all the rationalist theologians. Hume main- 
tained, that however strong might be the evi- 
dence in favour of any miracle, there was always 
stronger evidence against it; and that every 
miracle wa3 contradictory to the reason and ex- 
perience of all ages. In order to render the mi- 
racles of the Bible suspicious, he collected all 
manner of marvellous histories, and endeavoured 
to shew that the miracles of the Bible had less 
evidence to support them than many of these 
pretended miracles, which were universally 
allowed to be false. The proof from miracles 
was also abundantly canvassed in the contro- 
versies with Lessing. 

We may freely concede, (a) that this proof 
must have carried a stronger and more resistless 
evidence to the minds of those who themselves 
saw the miracles with their own eyes, than to 
the minds of others living at a distance from the 
scene, or after the time in which they were per- 
formed ; and (0) that Christ and his apostles in- 
tended their miracles primarily for their contem- 
poraries, who expected and demanded evidence 
of this nature, and who would receive the true 
religion more readily, and believe it more firmly, 
if it came to them supported by such evidence 
as was conformed to their previous opinions and 
expectations ; and that this proof may so far be 
said to be temporary. But (c) it can by no 
means be said to be destitute of evidence for all 
who were not the contemporaries of Christ and 
the apostles. If any at the present day are con- 
vinced of the historical truth of the miracles 
wrought by Christ, to them the proof derived 
from miracles must still be perfectly valid. For 
to attempt to prove 4 priori, as is usually done, 
that miracles are ¢mpossib/e, is the height of folly 
and presumption. . Moreover (d) the system of 
truth which was taught by Jesus, the apostles, 
and prophets, is consistent with itself only on 
the supposition that it was corroborated by mi- 
racles. They laid claim to the character of ex- 
traordinary divine messengers—a claim which 
could not be supported except by extraordinary 
events. Vide Introduction, s. 7,8. The rea- 
gon, now, that so many deny the evidence of mi- 
racles is, that they are unwilling to admit this 
extraordinary claim, which miracles are intended 
to establish. 

The historical credibility of the miracles of 
Christ may be proved in two ways: 

(1.) From the testimony of the apostles them- 
selves. We reason thus: (a) they were able to 
know the truth. They were contemporaries of 
Christ, and eye-witnesses of his works. They 
enjoyed the best opportunity for examining and 
scrutinizing everything which he did. Nor were 
they credulous; but, on the contrary, slow to be- 
lieve, as Christ himself says, Mark, xvi. 14. 
They perfectly agree in their testimony, and in 
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open court refer to the miracles of Christ as uw 
undisputed facts, known to the world, Acts, ii. 
22. (b) They intended to speak the truth. Theis 
whole character is such as to free them from the 
suspicion of intentional deception. If they had 
been influenced by considerations of wordly 
interest they would not have embraced Christi- 
anity, from which they had little to hope, and 
everything to fear, as to their temporal prospects. 
Besides, the style of their narratives is so sim- 
ple, artless, and unaffected, that every unpreju- 
diced reader must feel himself compelled to ac- 
knowledge that they understood and believed 
what they wrote, and had no intention of deceiv- 
ing their readers. 1 John, i. 1, seq. Cf. Morus, 
p. 16—20. 

(2) From the testimony of those who were 
not followers of Christ, and even of those who 
were opposed to his religion. The Jews who 
were contemporary with Christ allowed that he 
had wrought miracles, (John, xi. 47,) and did 
not venture to accuse him, before a judicial tri- 
bunal, of deception in performing them. Even 
the Talmud makes mention of his miracles, and 
allows their historical truth, although it under- 
takes to account for them in different ways. 
And so the pharisees, when they were unable 
to deny the reality of the miracles of Christ, pre- 
tended, as a last resort, that they were the work 
of the devil. And even the apostate Judas, who 
lived on terms of perfect intimacy with his Mas- 
ter, could not bring against him the charge of 
deception, and confesses at last, in despair, that 
he had betrayed innocent blood ; whereas, if he 
had known or suspected any dishonesty, he 
would surely have justified his crime. And if 
he did not know of any dishonesty, we may 
safely conclude that there was none; since the 
imposture could not have been executed without 
pecuniary means, which were placed in the hands 
of Judas. Matt. xxvii. 4, seq. Those who op- 
posed Christianity during the first periods of its 
existence—namely, Celsus, Hierocles, and Ju- 
lian, did not doubt the historical truth of the mi- 
racles of Christ, although they ascribed them to 
magical arts. Morus, p. 26, 27. 


IV. Proof from the fulfilment of Ancient Prophecies 
in Christ. 


In urging this proof, Jesus and his apostles 
had primary, though by no means exclusive, re- 
ference to the Jews, in whose sacred books these 
predictions respecting the Messiah were contain- 
ed. This proof will be particularly considered 
in connexion with the office of Messiah, s. 89, 
90, in the Article on Christ. 


V. Proof from the Prophecies of Christ himself. 


Every prediction of future intidents may pro- 
perly be regarded as a miracle. All which was 
said, therefore, respecting the proof from mira 


cles, may be applied to this proof and the one 
preceding, both of which are parts of the gene- 
ral proof from miracles. 

With respect to the proof from prophecy, we 
remark now more particularly, that in order to 
its validity, (1) The prediction must be histor7- 
cally true—i. e., must have been actually made 
before the events to which it relates, and not 
fabricated afterwards, nor even enriched by the 
addition of any circumstances which may have 
occurred in connexion with the fulfilment of the 
original prophecy. (2) It must not, like most of 
the oracles of the ancient heathen world, hide its 
meaning under an artful ambiguity ofexpression. 
(3) The exact and perfect fulfilment of the pre- 
diction must be capable of proof from history. 
If any prediction answers these conditions, it 
must be allowed to come from God, and to be of 
the nature of a miracle, 2 Pet. 1. 19. 

God only can foresee future and fortuitous 
events. When a man therefore foretells events 
of this nature, he proves that he is instructed 
and commissioned by God. The Jewish pro- 
phets who laid claim to the title of divine am- 
bassadors were required, therefore, in proof of 
their pretensions, to foretell the future. Christ 
himself made use of this proof to support his 
own claims, John, xiii. 19; xiv. 29. He fore- 
told, in the most distinct and accurate manner, 
his own impending fate, (Matt. xvi. 21, seq. 
Luke, xviii. 31—33;) and also that of his dis- 
ciples, Matt. x. 18, seq. He predicted that his 
religion would prevail upon the earth, and con- 
tinue to the end of the world; and this, too, at a 
time when its destruction must have appeared 
to every one in the highest degree probable. 
He predicted the destruction of the temple, and 
the overthrow of the Jewish state by the Romans, 
Matt. xxiv.; Luke, xxi. This latter prediction 
was very minute, and was fulfilled, according 
to the testimony of Josephus, in every particu- 
lar. Cf. the valuable treatises on the prophecies, 
collected by Hurd and Halifax. ‘Thomas New- 
ton, Treatise on the prophecies which have 
been remarkably fulfilled. Less, Wahrheit der 
christlichen Religion, s. 472, ff. Gdttingen, 
1785. 

Morus, p. 24, seq., s. 14, seq. 

WVote.—It thus appears, that in investigating 
the truth of Christianity we must proceed as 
we do when we investigate any subjects of an 
historical nature. We must believe what we are 
taught in the holy scriptures, upon the authority 
of the testimony by which it is supported. We 
are indeed gratified to find other reasons, beside 
positive divine testimony, on which to found our 
belief in the truths of religion; but these addi- 
tional reasons are not essential to our belief. 
And in cases where we are unable to discover 
them, we may believe upon the simple divine 
testimony. Nor are we chargeable with credu- 
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lity in so doing, any more than when we be- 
lieve, on credible testimony, any fact which may 
for a time be incomprehensible. 

Cf. Joh. Friedr. Kleuker, Neue Priifung und 
Erklariing der vorziiglichsten Beweise fiir die 


‘Wahrheit und den gdttlichen Ursprung des 


Christenthums, wie der Offenbarung tberhaupt, 
3 Bde, Riga, 1787—94, 8vo. Képpen, Die 
Bibel ein Werk der géttlichen Weisheit, Ausg. 
2, Rostock and Leipzig, 1797-8, 8vo. Storr, 
Doctrine Christiane, &c., p. 21,seq. Stiskind 
(Prof. of theology at Stuttgard), Eine histo- 
risch—exegetische Untersuchung, In welchem 
Sinne hat Jesus die Gottlichkeit seiner Religion 
und Sittenlehre behauptet? Tiibingen, 1802, 
8vo. Hensler, Die Wahrheit und Géttlichkeit 
der christlichen Religion, in der Ktirze darge- 
stellt, s. 33—48. 


SECTION VIII. 


OF THE INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES OF THE 
OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS, OR THE HIGHER 
DIVINE INFLUENCE ENJOYED BY THE SACRED 
WRITERS. 


Introductory Remarks. 


1. Tue two following positions—viz., the doc- 
trines taught in the books of the Bible are of di- 
vine origin, and these books themselves are given 
by God, are by no means the same, and need to 
be carefully distinguished. The divinity of the 
docirines of the Bible was considered ins. 7; bat 
this does not necessarily involve the divinity of 
the Bible itself. The doctrines of revelation 
are frequently contained in books of devotion, 
for example, but it is not pretended that on this 
account these books are of divine origin. The 
truth and divinity of the Christian religion might 
be satisfactorily proved if the books of the New 
Testament were acknowledged to be merely ge- 
nuine, and the authors of them merely credible; 
so that the divinity of the Christian religion need 
not be considered as depending on the divinity 
of the holy scriptures. The two things were dis- 
tinguished from each other as early as the time 
of Melancthon. 

Religion, therefore, is more concerned, as 
Michaelis has justly observed, in having proot 
for the authenticity and genuineness than for the 
inspiration of the sacred volume. Still the sin- 
cere friend of truth will surely be rejoiced in 
finding reason to believe in the immediate divine 
origin of the books of our religion. If this higher 
divine influence, called znspiration, were not en- 
joyed by the apostles in those instructions which 
they have left us, how easily could we be dis. 
turbed by the suspicion that they misunderstooa 
some of the doctrines of Christianity, or failed 
to exhibit them in a proper manner! They 
were liable, we might then say, from their de- 
voted attachment to the person of Christ, and 
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their high esteem for his character, to adopt 
false and exaggerated opinions respecting his 
nature, and his future exaltation. In this way, 
if these books were not believed to be given by 
inspiration of God, the most important positive 
doctrines of Christianity might be considered 
doubtful; as has been done, in fact, in modern 
times, by those who deny the inspiration of the 
scriptures. 

2. Inspiration has been defined in different 
ways. Cf. the historical sketch, s. 9,10. It 
may be best defined, according to the representa- 
tions of the scriptures themselves, to be an ea- 
traordinary divine influence by which the teachers 
of religion were instructed what and how they 
should write or speak, while discharging the duties 
of their office. - There is no need of any distinc- 
tion betwen their oral and written discourses. 
Morus, p. 30, s. 24. The correctness of 
this definition will hereafter appear from the 
texts which will be cited from the New Testa- 
ment, 

Vote.—It may be regarded as a settled point 
that inspiration is not impossible, and that no 
argument @ priorz can be urged against the his- 
torical evidence of the fact. This was truly 
remarked by Kant, Religion innerhalb der Gran- 
zen der reinen Vernunft, 2 Ausg. Kénigsberg, 
1793, Svo; and also by Fichte, Versuch einer 
Kritik aller Offenbarung, 2 Ausg. K6nigsberg, 
1793, 8vo. 


I. Inspiration of the New Testament. 


1. This cannot be proved from the testimony 
of the fathers. They can command belief only 
when they testify respecting things which could 
be known by observation; such as the authen- 
ticity of a book, or the age of the writer. Nor 
can the divine origin of the Bible be proved by 
the argument by which we prove the divine 
origin of the doctrines it contains—viz., the in- 
ternal witness of the Holy Spirit,s.7. Still less 
can it be proved from the miracles which the 
sacred writers performed. These arguments for 
the inspiration of the Bible were unknown to the 
ancients, and were first employed in the seven- 
teenth century by the theologians of Helmstadt, 
who succeeded Calixtus. 

2. The great argument upon which protest- 
ants rely in proving the inspiration of the scrip- 
tures presupposes only the genuineness of the 
books, and the credibility of the authors of the 
New Testament. Vide s. 7; cf. Morus, p. 17— 
20, s. 3—9, and p. 32, s. 28. We hold that 
every book of the New Testament which is ge- 
nuine, and which was really written by an apos- 
tle, is inspized, or written under a special divine 
influence. In proof of this point, we rely upon 
the express testimony of Jesus, who explicitly 
and solemnly promised to his disciples a peculiar 
divine assistance whenever they should be call- 


ed upon to teach, confirm, or defend his reli- 
gion, to the service of which he had consecrated 
them. 

Christ promised his disciples this peculiar 
divine assistance on four different occasions :—— 
(a) when he first sent them forth, Matt. x. 19, 
20; (b) in a discourse in which he commis- 
sions them to publish his religion, Luke, xii. 
11, 12; (c) when he predicted the destruction 
of Jerusalem, Mark, xiii. 11; Luke, xxi. 14; 
(d) in his last address to his disciples, John, 
xiv.—xvi. On these occasions he promised 
them 76 mvevwa ayvov, an extraordinary divine 
influence to attend them constantly, and secure 
them against error. He said to them in Mark, 
that when they spoke under this divine impulse, 
it would not be they who spoke, but the Holy 
Spirit, (obx gore duets ob AaAowres, GAAG TO 
avevua to ayv,) He forbade them to pre- 
meditate what they should say before judicial 
tribunals, since they should then be taught by 
the Divine Spirit, not only what but how they 
should speak, (u7 mepyunonts mas 7 TU AOAY- 
onte: SoSyoetas yap duuv x. 7. 2%) The object 
of the apostles, in those discourses in which 
the divine assistance was promised, was not 
only to defend themselves, but to give instruc- 
tion in Christianity. 

Now, if the apostles were assisted in this 
manner in their discourses, which were merely 
oral, and of course of a very temporary and li- 
mited advantage, how much more should they 
be assisted in their written instructions, which 
were destined to exert a more lasting and extend- 
ed influence! «Est enim serzpturx et predica- 
tionis par ratio. Que enim voce predicabatur 
doctrina, ea postea juvande memoriz causa con- 
signabatur literis, et que causa erat cur preedi- 
cationem ex divina inspiratione oporteret peragi, 
ea militabat pro scriptione eo magis, quod scrip- 
tura deberet esse medium doctrine ejusdem in- 
corrupte ad finem mundi usque conservande, et 
ad posteritatem propagande.” Joh. Museus 
in Spinosismo, p. 69. Divine assistance was 
promised to the apostles, in general terms, in 
the discharge of their duties as teachers, whe- 
ther they spake or wrote ; and the words rane 
and xapaxaaevy are applied with equal propriety 
to speaking and writing. According to John, 
xiv.—xvi., Christ promised his disciples that so 
often as the circumstances of time and place 
might require, they should enjoy the constant, 
uninterrupted assistance of the Holy Spirit, as 
their Paracletus, their counsellor, and assistant. 
According to John, xvi. 7—11, the Holy Spirit 
would convince the world through them, (by 
their writing, therefore, as well as speaking.) 
And finally, the apostles and evangelists them- 
selves ascribe the same authority to their writ- 
ings as to their oral instructions, John, xx. 313 
1 John, i. 1—4; 2 Thess. ii. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 1, 
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coll. 11. £33; Ephes. iii. 3, seq.; Acts, xv. 23, 
seq. 

The Holy Spirit, beside the general assistance 
which he would render the apostles, should, ac- 
cording to the promise of Christ, reveal to them 
many things of which Christ had not spoken, 
John, xvi. 12—15. That in their teaching they 
might be secure from mistake, even with respect 
to knowledge which they might have acquired 
in the unaided use of their own faculties, he 
should remind them (izouvyser) of all that Christ 
had taught them; and himself instruct them in 
everything (dvdae0 ndvza) necessary for the 
discharge of the duties of their office, John, xiv. 
96. He should reveal to them future events, 
John, xvi. 13; endow them, when necessary, 
with miraculous powers, Mark, xvi. 17 ; correct 
their mistakes, and impart to them new instruc- 
tions whenever they were called for, John, xvi. 
12; xiv. 26. So that whatever the apostles 
taught might be reearded as coming from God. 

This testimony of Christ is the foundation of 
the doctrine of the inspiration of the New Tes- 
tament. And from this testimony we see clearly 
the propriety of the definition of inspiration 
given in the introductory remarks. In order to 
shew in what estimation the apostles held their 
own writings and those of their fellow-labour- 
ers, it deserves to be mentioned, that the epis- 
tles of Paul were placed by Peter on a level 
with the scriptures of the Old Testament, which 
were then regarded by both Jews and Christians 
as divine, 2 Pet. iii. 16. 

These promises of special divine assistance 
were not, indeed, originally made to Mark and 
Luke, who were not apostles. But each of them 
was the disciple and assistant of an apostle. 
“Mapxog waSyrns xav épusvevtys Iérpov, xar 
adrds Ta bd ILécvpov xnpvosoueva Eyypapas pucv 
mapédaxe,’’ Ireneus, Adversus Heres. III. 1. 
Luke stood in a similar relation to Paul, by 
whom his writings were supposed to be sanc- 
tioned. ‘Luce digestum Paulo adscribere 
solent,”? Tertullian, Adversus Marc. IV. 5. 
The writings of Mark and Luke, therefore, being 
either dictated or sanctioned by inspired apos- 
tles, must be regarded as possessing divine au- 
thority. ‘+ Potest magistrorum videri, que dis- 
cipuli promulgarint,” Tertullian, ubi supra, IV. 
5. Besides, as they were the companions and 
fellow-labourers of the apostles, they may be 
supposed to have been endowed, as such, with 
the higher gifts of teaching, to have enjoyed the 
same divine influence when they wrote and 
spake, and therefore to be entitled to equal cre- 
dit with the others in what they teach. Nor 
were these promises originally made even to 
Paul, who was not, like the other apostles, a 
gompanion of Jesus; but they were afterwards 
extemied to him, since he was appointed an 
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apostle by Jesus himself, and enjoyed all the 
privileges of an apostle, and was acknowledged 
by the others as one of their own number 
Morus, p. 19, s. 7. 


Il. The Inspiration of the Old Testament. 


The Jews at the time of Christ generally con — 
sidered the books of the Old Testament to be in- 
spired; by which they did not mean, merely, 
that the doctrines contained in them were of di- 
vine origin, but that the books themselves were 
divine, being the productions of inspired pro- 
phets. Vide Josephus, Contra Apionem, I. 7. 
They all agreed in this point, although they had 
different opinions respecting the mode and the 
degrees of inspiration. It is not enough to say 
that Christ and the apostles did not disclaim this 
prevailing opinion of the Jews; they assented to 
it, and presupposed and confirmed its truth. 
They received the Old Testament, in all its 
parts, as divine. The texts in which the several 
books of the Old Testament are cited, are enu- 
merated by Storr, Biblical Theology, vol. 1, s. 
13, 14 (of the translation.)* Now if Christ and 
his apostles were inspired men, as has been 
shewn, No. 1, their testimony with respect to 
the inspiration of the ancient scriptures is deci- 
sive. And this testimony affords the most brief 
and convincing proof which can be offered for 
the inspiration of the Old Testament. Vide 
Morus, p. 23, s. 13. 

It is worthy of remark, that though Christ 
and his apostles laboured to subvert the Jewish 
dispensation, and to establish a more perfect one 
in its place; they still regarded the Mosaic doe- 
trine, institute, and writings, notwithstanding 
their imperfections, as divine. These imperfec- 
tions were inevitable to the ancient economy, 
which was designed for the world while yet in 
its infancy, and incapable of a higher instruc- 
tion. 

That the apostles assented to the Jewish opi- 
nion respecting the inspiration of the Old Tes- 
tament, is abundantly evident from various and 
explicit passages in their writings. Their opi- 
nions on this subject are exhibited with most 
clearness in the two following texts :— 

1. 2 Tim. iii. 14—17. In this passage, Paul 
exhorts Timothy to hold fast the doctrine which 
was taught by the apostles, because they were 
inspired teachers, and because their doctrine was 
accordant with the ancient scriptures. In ver. 
14, he mentions the first reason: + Continue 
thou in the things which thou hast learned 
das tape Tivos twaSss.”? In ver. 15 he mens 
tions the second reason: Continue thou in the 
things which thou hast learned (for this is the 


* Pages 66—72, in the edition forming part of 
Wanron’s Linrany or Sranparp Diyritry 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


force of xat,) because thou hast from a child known 
the holy scriptures (of the Old Testament,) T0 
Ovrvaueva oe copioar eis owrnpiay Sua miarews wns éy 
Xpwre “Ijoov, which can instruct you in the 
&nowledge of that salvation which we obtain by 
the Christian doctrine. Here Paul expresses his 
opinion that the Old Testament leads to Christ, 
and is preparatory to Christianity, In ver. 16, 
he proceeds to say, Ilasa ypapy Sedrtvevoros (for 
Sednvevoros ovou, according to Clemens of Alex- 
andria, Theodoret, the Syriac version, the Vul- 
gate, and nearly all the theologians of the six- 
teenth century ; otherwise the article must be 
inserted before ypap7, and the comma after it be 
retained,) xac dpéauos apds Sidacxaatay, mpds 
ExeyZov, aApos EtavopSacuy, mpos muderay ray év 
Sixavoovyy, #ll inspired seripture (no part of it 
excepted) zs also profitable for instruction (in the 
Christian religion), for conviction (confutation 
of errors, &c.), for émprovement, and for disci- 
pline in virtue or piety. Ver. 17, “Iva apts 
H & cov Ocov avSpartos, npds may Epyov ayasov 
Expt usuévos, By means of the Old-Testament scrip- 
tures the servant of God (Christian teacher) may 
become fitted, and truly qualified for hts import- 
ant work. In this passage, therefore, Paul ex- 
presses the opinion, that the books of the Old 
Testament are inspired, and that, when rightly 
employed, they are useful even in Christian in- 
struction. 

2. 2 Pet.i.19,20. Vide Scripta Varii Argu- 
menti, t. i. p. 1, seq. In this passage, Paul 
shews, in opposition to Jews and judaizing he- 
retics, that Jesus was the true Messiah. In 
shewing this, he now appeals to those predic- 
tions of the Jewish prophets which had been 
fulfilled in him. Ver. 19, «* We (apostles) find 
the oracles of the prophets (respecting Christ) 
much more convincing now (since they have 
been fulfilled ;) and ye will do well to attend to 
them. Formerly, before their fulfilment, they 
were obscure, like a lantern shining feebly on a 
dark path, until the appearance of Christ upon 
the earth, from which event a clearer light now 
proceeds, and we can better understand the pro- 
pnecies.” Ver. 20, «Nor could the prophets 
themselves of the Old Testament give a clear 
explanation (éxavors from énade, explicare, 
Mark, iv. 34,) of their own oracles, because 
they had only indistinct conceptions of the sub- 
jects on which they spake, and knew only so 
much as was communicated to them, from time 
to time, by divine revelation.” (This is the 
context of ver. 21; and what is here said agrees 
with the passage, 1 Pet. i. 10—12.) Ver. 21, 
Ob yap Sehjuare 139, yen) dwspeortov nvixen 
move mpnpytela, GAN dtd revevp.at os ayiov (divine 
impulse and guidance) gepouevor (pépeodar, mo- 
vert, agitari,—the word by which the Greeks 
commonly described the inspiration of their 
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minstrels, prophets, Bees of the temple 
of Apollo, &c. ; vide s. 9;) eAGAnoa Gryvor cov 
dvSperoe (the prophets of the Old Testament,) 
for no oracle was delivered from the mere will of 
man, (i. e., Whether they should speak, and 
what and how they should speak, did not depend 
on the will of the prophets ;) but the ancient pro- 
phets spake as they were moved by the Holy Spirit. 
The prophets themselves acknowledged, that 
whatever they taught, whether by speaking or 
writing, was dictated to them by God, or the 
Divine Spirit, and was published by his com- 
mand, Ex. iv. 12, 15, 16; Deut. xviii. 18; Jer. 
i. 6, seq.5 Amos, iii. 7; Is. Ixi. 1; Cf. Morus, 
p- 20, seq. 

This passage fron Peter proves the inspira- 
tion only of the prophetical part of the Old Tes- 
tament, and not, strictly speaking, of the rest. 
But from the two passages taken together, it is 
obvious that the apostles believed the Old Tes- 
tament, as a whole, to be inspired. We can find 
no evidence in all the New Testament that 
Christ and his apostles dissented in the least 
from the opinion commonly received among the 
Jews on this subject. But the Jews regarded 
the entire collection of the Old-Testament scrip- 
tures as divine. They were frequently called 
by Josephus and Philo, Sevou ypapas, cepa ypap- 
uwara, and always mentioned with the greatest 
veneration. Divine inspiration (éx¢zvova @zov) 
is expressly conceded by Josephus to the pro- 
phets : and as none but prophets were permitted 
by the Jews to write their national history, and 
none but priests to transcribe it, (as appears 
from the same author ;) we conclude that inspi- 
ration was also conceded by him and his con- 
temporaries to their historical books. Josephus, 
Contra Apionem, I. 6, 7,8. Cf. Morus, p. 20. 

Such were the prevailing opinions of the Jews 
of the first and second centuries, and Jong be- 
fore the birth of Christ; and to these opinions 
Christ and his apostles plainly assented; they 
must, therefore, be adopted by all who allow 
Christ and his apostles to be divine teachers. 
The contemptuous expressions which many have 
permitted themselves to use with regard to the 
Old Testament are, as Morus justly observed, 
Epitome, p. 24, Christiano indigne voces. 

The doubt may arise whether some of the hzs- 
torical books can be considered as the produc- 
tions of prophets, as they were compiled from 
other works after the Babylonian exile. But no 
esseutial difference is made, even if what is sup- 
posed be true; since the most important parts 
of these historical books were extracted from 
larger histories, and ascribed to the prophets by 
whom they were originally written. So the ex- 
tracts made in the books of Kings and Chroni- 
eles, from a larger history of Jewish kings, are 
ascribed to Isaiah. 

F2 
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SECTION IX. 


HISTORICAL OBSERVATIONS, COMPARING THE CON- 
CEPTIONS AND EXPRESSIONS OF THE ANCIENT 
WORLD RESPECTING IMMEDIATE DIVINE INFLU- 
ENCE. 

I. The Idea of Inspiration Universal. 


We find that every nation of the ancient 
world believed in immediate divine influences, 
although the particular conceptions which they 
entertained on this subject varied with their 
local circumstances, and the different degrees of 
their intellectual culture: but in consequence of 
the prevalence of a strict and scholastic philoso- 
phy in modern times, our own conceptions on 
this subject have become widely different from 
those which formerly prevailed, and can hardly 
be brought into agreement with them. ‘The at- 
tempt has frequently been made to reconcile the 
modes of thinking and speaking respecting di- 
vine influences, which were common in all an- 
tiquity, with the philosophical principles of our 
own day. But this attempt has not been very 
successful; and the entirely different methods 
which have been adopted by writers to effect 
this reconciliation are a sufficient proof of the 
difficulty of the undertaking. 

From the above remarks we may conclude— 

1. That since these conceptions are found to 
exist among all people, and to be everywhere 
very much alike, especially in the early stages 
of cultivation, they must be natural to the hu- 
man mind, and result directly from its original 
constitution. 

2. That if God has seen fit to make a direct 
revelation to any particular man or nation, he 
has accommodated himself in so doing to these 
original conceptions of the mind, and has, as it 
were, met them on the way in which they were 
coming towards him. This might be reason- 
ably expected from the Divine wisdom and good- 
ness; for how should a wise and good father 
deem it improper to adapt the instructions which 
he gives to his children in their education to 
their natural expectations, and to answer the de- 
mands of their minds? This shews us the rea- 
son why true cnspiration, such as the apostles 
and prophets enjoyed, resembles so much in its 
external signs, how wide soever the internal dif- 
ference may be, the false and tmaginary inspira- 
tion to which the prophets and teachers of the 
heathen world pretended. The reason of this 
resemblance between real and pretended inspi- 
ration should be carefully noted, because the 
comparison of the two has been frequently turn- 
ed to bad account. 

3. That the explanations which are frequently 
given of those passages of the Bible which treat 
of inspiration cannot be true. Some’ modern 
writers explain away the sense of these passages 
till nothing seems to be left of literal inspira- 
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tion, and everything accords with their philo- 
sophical system. But by applying these his- 
torical observations to these passages, we find 
that the sacred writers intended to teach a lite- 
ral inspiration in the proper sense, and were so 
understood by their contemporary hearers and 
readers. 


IL..Rude Nations believed Great Men to be Inspired. 


Nations in the first stages of improvement 
believe that everything which is great, which 
excites their wonder, or surpasses their compre= 
hension, is the result of immediate divine 
agency, and overlook the second causes to which 
these effects are ‘to be ascribed. Accordingly, 
they regard useful inventions, laws, and reli- 
gious institutions, as gifts bestowed directly by 
God, and the distinguished men through whom 
these blessings are bestowed as the favourites 
and messengers of God, and therefore entitled 
to the highest reverence. This statement is 
abundantly proved from the mythology of the 
ancient nations, and especially of Greece. 
Through these men God was supposed to speak ; 
and what they said was regarded as the word of 
God, and they themselves as holy or consecrated, 
as is implied in all the ancient languages. Thus 
minstrels and prophets were called by the an- 
cient Greeks ayo. and Seto, by the sacred 
Writers ow, DONA LAN, 2 Kings, i. 9, ayvoe 
@zov uvSparor, 2 Pet. 1. 213 also o»A3, which, 
according to its Arabic etymology, would denote 
messengers, ambassadors, (of God.) The term 
Seortportos (Homer, Iliad, XII. 228) signifies 
one who speaks in the place of God, vates. Cicero, 
Pro Archia Poeta, VIII., says that pects were 
supposed divina quodam spiritw injlari, and that 
they were called sancti, quod quast deorum 
aliquo dono atque munere commendati nobis esse 
videantur; and XII., that they semper apud 
omnes sancti sunt habiti atque dicti. Cf. Dresde, 
Proluss. duo de notione prophete in codice 
sacro, Wittenberg, 1788—89. Morus, P 
20, 21. 


IIL. Great Men believed themselves to be Inspired. 


Those who felt themselves urged on to great 
and noble deeds, or irresistibly compelled to 
communicate their feelings to others, believed 
the impulses by which they were actuated to be 
supernatural, and that they were the organs 
through whom the Deity spake and acted. 
Many of the sages and philosophers of early am 
tiquity expressed this beliet respecting them- 
selves; and to doubt their sincerity, or to sup- 
pose that they made such pretensions, as artful 
politicians, for the purpose of deceiving their 
contemporaries, would betray great ignorance 
of the history of mankind. The minstrels and 
prophets among the ancient Greeks believed no 
less firmly than their hearers or readers that they 
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were actuated by a divine impulse. This ap- 
pears evident from the writings of Homer. 
What Cicero said, De Natura Deorum. II. 66, 
Nemo vir magnus sine aliquo afflatu divino un- 
quam fuit, was universally believed in all anti- 
yuity. Accordingly, everything great and noble 
in the thoughts or actions of the ancient heroes, 
commanders, kings, and sages, all their great 
undertakings, their wars and victories, were 
ascribed to the Deity working in them as instru- 
ments of its own purposes. 

It appears, then, from Nos. II. IIT., that the 
teachers and prophets of the heathen world, as 
well as those of the Bible, both believed them- 
selves and were believed by others to be in- 
spired. And the question here naturally arises, 
whether the inspiration of the latter as well as 
that of the former may not have been feigned or 
imaginary. This question may be firmly an- 
swered in the negative, with reasons which are 
perfectly satisfactory to the unprejudiced in- 
quirer. The teachers and prophets of the Bible 
were enabled, through the divine wisdom and 
goodness, to give such proof of the reality of 
their inspiration as those of the heathen world 
could never offer. 


IV. Different Nations agree in their Representations 
and Ideas of Inspiration. 


The conceptions formed of the Deity in the 
early ages were extremely gross and sensual. 
Men in the savage state have always supposed 
God to possess a body, and every way to resem- 
ble themselves. Their conceptions respecting 
his influence would not, of course, be more re- 
fined than respecting his nature. In this parti- 
cular, as well as in many others, the ideas 
which the human mind has entertained have 
been everywhere very much the same, as is 
proved by the agreement of various languages. 
Almost all the ancient nations ascribed the di- 
vine influence, by which the confidents of hea- 
ven were inspired to speak or act, to the word 
or mouth of God, or to the breath proceeding out 
of his mouth; and they accordingly regarded this 
divine influence itself as literally ¢nspzration. 
All this is shewn by the language employed to 
designate their ideas. Vide John, xx. 22. The 
oracles of the prophets were called among the 
Hebrews mim »5, m7 1727, 12; among the Greeks, 
O7LNs aos, ndyeor" and among the Romans, ora- 
cula, derived, according to Cicero, from ore sive 
oratione Deorwm. And these divine influences 
are expressed in all the ancient languages by 
terms which literally designate blowing, breath- 
ing, breathing upon, &e.; in the Hebrew, 
myn, owox mn, Vea MM, mm 72 1175 in the Greek, 
nvée, turvéw, rveruo (dyvov Or Ocov,) turtvevoes, 
ininvorw @cov, also Sednvevoros, 2 ‘Tim. ill. 16, 
(vide s. 8;) sometimes, rorery év rvevware Oov 
for Qeoxvevoror elvact, OF Enirtvocon Ozov Pyew* In 
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the Latin, inspiratio, inspiratus, (a spirando,) 
and spirdtu divino inslinelum esse, Livy, V. 15, 
afflatus Det, afflatum esse numine, inflari divino 
spiritu, Cicero, Pro Archia Poeta, VIII. From 
this agreement in the terms by which the an- 
cient nations designated inspiration, we argue 
the agreement of their original ideas respecting 
it; and we conclude that these terms, when 
used in the Bible, must be understood to denote 
immediate divine influences, since this is the 
only sense in which they were used in the an- 
cient world. Cf. s. 19, II., and s. 39, I. 


V. Inspired Men often spake what they did not 


understand. 


The ancient nations believed that one whose 
words and actions were thus under the divine 
influences, was himself, at the time of inspira- 
tion, merely passive. Mentes declares to Tele- 
machus, Odyssey, I. 200, 201— 


éy@ pavredcouat, ds evi Svped 
"ASdvarot Baddover. 
Cf. Odyssey, XV. 172. They also believed 
that the soothsayer or minstrel did not himself 
understand, and could not explain to others, what 
he spake, or rather, what God spake through 
him, while he was inspired. This opinion was 
a natural consequence of the former. In con- 
formity with this general belief was the opinion 
of the Jews, as expressed in the Talmud, the 
prophets themselves did not, in many cases, wnder- 
stand the import of what they predicted. The 
same opinion is expressed by Josephus and 
Philo; and Peter says, 2 Pet. i. 20, mpopyveta 
idvas érteavoews ov yiverar. Vides. 8. We find 
the same thing expressed in innumerable pas- 
sages of the Grecian writers. Plato, in his dia- 
logue ztept “Iavados (“Iwy), puts the prevailing 
notion of the Greeks into the mouth of Socra- 
tes :—Kovoor ypnua mourns tori, xav tnvov, xau 
Lepdv* xad ob mpdrepov oldare sovery mpiy dw tvSedg 
ze ryévnton xat txppov, xaL 6 vovs benxéve ev wire 
ivy. gas dy tovre iyy To xT nMo, aSvvaros mov 
novety Eorly avSpwrtos, xau Xpyoumdecy » » « + OD 
yap TEx TAVTO NEYOVIWs GAAG, Seva Suvapec nee 
5 Seds, Eaupormevos tovray vovv, rovrous xpntas 
hrinpéracs, xai rors xpyou@dors, xal Tors MavTEdt 
Tots Sevous bya nMers ob Gxovorvres elOwmer OTe OVX 
obrov Eioly ob TavTa AkyorTEs, ow mMoAROV asta, 
ols vous mn mapsotu, GAN 6 Sedg Eorw 6 Réyar. 
Sid Tovtar S PSéyyerae zpos yuas. ‘The poet 
cannot compose, nor the soothsayer prophesy, 
unless he is inspired by the Deity, and trans- 
ported, as it were, beyond himself. He then 
loses sight of the rules of art, and is borne away 
by the divine impulse. The Deity deprives 
him of his own consciousness and reflection, 
and employs him as an ambassador. Zt ts not 
he who speaks, but God who speaks through him.” 
True inspiration is described in very much the 
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same way, Mark, xiii. 11. Again, Plato says 
in his dialogue mepc 'Aperjs (Mévar), ‘Opsas av 
xanorme Sevovs, oltwves vory an Exovres, MOKA 
KOU MEGA xaTopSovo dy mparrovor xaL Aéyovdt, 
‘poets and prophets are justly called divine, 
because while they declare important things, 
they themselves do not understand what they 
say.” In the Odyssey, I. 347—350, Telema- 
chus thus checks Penelope in attempting to 
control the bard, 


Miirep éuh, ri 7’ dp’ ad p8ovéets épinpov dorddv 

Tépnew brn of voog dpyvrars 0d vd r’ dordot 
Aitriot, d\AG moSt Zeds airtos, bs re didwow 
"Avdpdawy ddpnornow rag ESé\noLw Exdoro. 


Phemius declares, Opyssry, xxu. 346, 


Atrodidaxros 0° eiul Seds dé pot év ppecty otpas 
Tlavroias évéduoev. 


In the Sybilline Oracles, an inspired speaker 
says, 


ovre yap olda, 
‘O rt Aéyw, KéNerat 6’ 6 Sedg ra Exucr’ dyopeserv. 


So it is said respecting Balaam, (Num. xxiii. 

| 5,) that the Lord put words into his mouth. The 
ancient minstrels and poets, in whose produc- 
tions art had as yet no share, were called simply 
Govdor and dStore dovdor. So they are always called 
in Homer. The word woumzzs is of later origin, 
ana was unknown until poetry had become an 
art. Cf. Scripta Varii argumenti, p. 28, 29, 
ed. 2. 


VII. Inspiration described by terms indicating 
Violence. 


The impulse which is felt by those who are 
inspired is commonly very strong and irresist- 
ible. They often betray their emotion by an 
unusual strength of voice, and very violent bo- 
dily movements ; hence, in all the ancient lan- 
guages the terms which designate the words and 
actions of those who are inspired convey the 
idea of violence of mental feeling and bodily ac- 
tion—e. g., dpun (impetus), dpuaducae. Those 
who were inspired were said, corripi, agitari 
Deo, xavéxecsau Ex Ozov, pépecSat, (2 Pet. i. 21), 
pati Dewm; and inspiration itself was called 
furor divinus, wavia (uatvesSar.) Accordingly, 
the words which in the ancient languages signi- 
fy to predict, generally signify too, to rage, to 
act like a madman, insanire—e. g., vaticinaré in 
Latin, and in Hebrew yaynn, 1 Sam. xviii. 10, 
The impulses attending inspiration were like- 
wise represented in the writings of the Asiatics 
as a spiritual and sacred intoxication; because 
they transported a man beyond himself, and 
strained and elevated all the powers of his soul. 
Hence the figurative language employed, Luke, 
i. 15; Ephes. v. 18. The ancient prophets and 
poets, as we see from Homer, were accustomed 
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to employ music and song as a means of exciting 
and increasing inspiration. Elisha did the same, 
2 Kings, iii. 15. And the members of the 
schools of the prophets were ever engaged in 
these exercises, 1 Sam. x. 5, seq. 


\ SECTION X. 


OF THE VARIOUS THEORIES RESPECTING THE MAN 
NER AND DEGREES OF INSPIRATION. 


I. The Theory that Inspiration in the highest sense 
was extended equally to all Scripture. 


Tue theory that the divine assistance which 
the sacred writers experienced extended to every- 
thing which they wrote, words and letters not 
excepted, is doubtless one of the oldest in the 
Christian church. In this view of the subject, 
the sacred writers were merely the seribes or 
amanuenses, of the Holy Spirit; and were often 
compared by the ancients to flutes, upon which 
the Spirit of God played. This comparison is 
found in the writings of Justin, Athenagoras, 
Macarius, and other fathers; and also of the 
modern theologians, Museus, Baier, Quenstedt, 
and even of Schubert, in the middle of the eigh- 
teenth century. 

This theory accords very well in many re 
spects with the mode of thought and conception 
which prevailed in the ancient world, (vide s. 
9;) but it is very unlike the ideas which are 
entertained on the subject of inspiration at the 
present day. But it is still more important to 
remark respecting it, that the sacred writers 
themselves never profess to have enjoyed, while 
writing, inspiration of such a nature. And that 
they were not in reality the mere organs of the 
Divine Spirit, whatever may have been supposed 
by their contemporaries, must appear from a mo- 
ment’s observation. For (1) we find that each 
of the writers of the Bible has his own peculiar 
style, which perfectly distinguishes him from 
all the rest. It has indeed been said, that the 
Holy Spirit accommodated himself to the style of 
each particular writer ; but the one who dictates 
is not wont to accommodate himself to the style 
of the amanuensis. (2) The manner in which 
the sacred writers treat the subjects which they 
introduee,—the costume with which they invest 
them, is often, notwithstanding the dignity and 
excellence of the subjects themselves, rude and 
unpolished, and such as might be expected from 
illiterate and uncultivated writers. This trait, 
at least in their writings, must be ascribed tc 
their own agency. (3) In many cases the in-- 
spired writers evidently made use of the pro- 
ductions of others: the evangelists. composed 
their histories in part from the previous accounts 
of the life of Jesus; the later prophets, Ezekiel 
and Jeremiah, frequently borrowed from the 
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oracles of Isaiah, &c. (4) The sacred histo- 
tians frequently appealed to the evidence of 
their own senses for the facts which they relate, 
to the testimony of others, to the records from 
which they derived their information, and to 
their own investigations, (Luke, i. 1;) from all 
which it appears that they were not passive 
under the divine influences, and that they were 
not miraculously endowed with any knowledge 
which they could obtain in the diligent use of 
their own intellectual powers, since God does 
not work miracles when they are unnecessary. 
(5) They frequently speak in their own names, 
send greetings, mention their private affairs (2 

’ Tim, iv. 13, seq.), &c. (6) In some cases they 
themselves make a distinction between their 
own advice and the express command of God, 
or of Christ, 1 Cor. vii. 25, coll. v. 40; 2 Cor. 
vill. 10. 

According to the conceptions of the ancient 
world, (vide s. 9,) the very words employed 
were in some cases, though not always, inspired ; 
and by many writers, both of ancient and mo- 
dern times, the inspiration of the Bible has 
been thought to extend even to the words in 
which it was written. This opinion is advo- 
cated by Ernesti, Neue Theol. Bibliothek, b. iii. 
s. 468, ff. The argument which he used, and 
which is commonly urged, is this: thoughts 
cannot be clearly communicated to the mind 
without words; and therefore the latter, as well 
as the former, must have been given to the in- 
spired writers by the Holy Spirit. But I may 
obtain a person to write a book under my suaper- 
intendence and direction; 1 may communicate 
to him the ideas to be expressed, furnish him 
with all the materials of the composition, and 
suggest, whenever it is necessary, particular 
words; and all this without dictating to him 
every syllable and letter to be employed : I may 
leave him, under my close supervision, to exe- 
cute the work in his own way. So Paul might 
have been left by the Spirit to pursue his own 

-method in shewing that the Mosaic institute 
must be abolished. Butin other cases it seems 
to be necessary that the Holy Spirit should 
have communicated the very words in which 
the things revealed should be expressed; as, for 
example, in certain numbers, or names of persons 
and places, which could not have been known 
except from revelation. Vide Morus, p. 35, n. 
6. Considerations like these prepared the way 
for the views which follow. 


II. The Theory that Inspiration was extended in dif- 
ferent degrees to different portions of Scripture. 


This theory was adopted in order to avoid the 
difficulties resulting from the former. In this 
view of the subject, the degrees of inspiration 
vary with the character of the writer and the 
eatare of the subject. This as believed by 
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some of the ancients ; but theologians have never 
been able to agree in deciding how many de« 
grees of inspiration there were, or in what way 
they should be defined; nor is it probable that, 
on these points, they will ever perfectly agree, 
since the inspired writers have left them unde- 
cided, and we are unable to determine with re- 
spect to objects which lie so wholly beyond the 
circle of our experience. The following are 
some of the principal attempts that have been 
made to determine the manner and degrees of 
inspiration :— 

1. Some theologians are contented with the 
general position, that there are different degrees 
of inspiration, and do not think proper to deter- 
mine under what particular degree any given 
passage was written. They go no further than 
to say, that in writing on subjects of the first 
importance, in communicating facts which could 
have been learned only from revelation, and in 
eases where there was peculiar liability to mis- 
take, the sacred writers enjoyed the highest de- 
gree of divine influence—the inspiration of words 
(inspiratio verbalis) ; but that in treating of sub- 
jects of inferior interest—for example, of those 
of a merely historical nature—they enjoyed no 
higher assistance than was necessary to secure 
them against error, to refresh their recollection 
with the knowledge which they had before ac- 
quired, or perhaps to give the first impulse to 
speak or write. These views of inspiration 
were entertained by Michaelis, Déderlein, and 
others. Calixtus thought that it was sufficient 
to say, in general terms, that the sacred writers 
were secured by divine influence against the 
possibility of mistake. Cf. Morus, p. 36, s. 
29,n.7. But considering that we are unable, 
at the present time, to determine how much the 
sacred writers knew respecting the several sub- 
jects of which they have treated, from their own 
unaided study, and how much from the direct 
teaching of the Holy Spirit, none of the theolo- 
gians above mentioned have attempted to define 
accurately the degree of inspiration under which 
particular portions of holy writ were composed. 

2. Other theologians have denied that all the 
books of the Bible were inspired, or that the 
whole of the inspired books was written under 
special divine assistance. ‘Those who have en- 
tertained this opinion may be subdivided into 
different classes. Some go so far as to say, 
that some parts of a book may be of divine ori- 
gin, while other parts of the same book are ot 
human origin only, and must therefore be care- 
fully distinguished from the former. 

If we ask, now, which parts—of the epistle 
to the Romans, for example—are divine and 
which human, we shall receive various answers. 
Henry Holden, as cited by Richard Simon, 
would say, that only those parts were to be re 
ceived as inspired which the sacred writera 
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themselves expressly declared were spoken by 
God; and that the other parts, whether they 
related to history or doctrine, were to be re- 
garded ashuman. Others would say, that what- 
ever related to the doctrines of religion was in- 
spired. Semler, in his Treatise on the Canon, 
and likewise Kant, maintained that the general 
moral ulility of a work was the only criterion 
by which its inspiration could be judged; that 
an inspired book must therefore be calculated 
to promote the moral improvement of all men 
in all ages; and that consequently those parts 
only of our scriptures which had this tendency 
were inspired. 

According to the last opinion, some parts of a 
book—those of universal application, and of ge- 
neral moral utility—are inspired, while other 
parts of one and the same book, not possessing 
these marks of divinity, are merely human. 
To this view it may be objected, (1) that by 
subjecting inspiration to the criterion of utility 
it does the same as to deny it altogether; since 
what might be received as divine by one, from 
the general utility which he might suppose it to 
possess, might be denied this character by an- 
other, as wanting, in zs view, this mark of 
inspiration. (2) It is chargeable with the error 
of reasoning 4 priort upon a question of fact— 
an error which cannot be justified; for if God 
has seen fit to give special divine aids to any 
individual, we are not to determine by our rea- 
sonings, and prescribe as it were to God, what 
and how great they may or must have been. 
(3) It does not correspond with the view of the 
inspiration and divinity of a book entertained 
by the ancient world, and of course by the 
sacred writers. Vide s.9. It is easy to see, 
that while those who hold this opinion retain 
the ancient words inspiration and divinity, they 
endeavour to use them in such a sense as will 
accord with the prevailing conceptions of our 
own age, and with the principles of their philo- 
sophy. 

This opinion is not of recent origin. Tertul- 
lian says, ‘A nobis nihil omnino rejiciendum 
est, quod pertinet ad nos: et legimus, omnem 
scripturam edificationt habilem divinitus inspi- 
rari.” De habitu mulierum, c. 3. He says 
this in order to defend the book of Enoch. 

Note.—We may indeed decide that a divine 
revelation cannot contain any doctrines subver- 
sive of the moral improvement and happiness 
of men, which we have before shewn (Intro- 
duction, s. 3,6) to be the great objects for which 
a revelation was made. And we may conse- 
quently determine, that no book which contains 
such hurtful doctrines can be inspired. So far 
Kant, Fichte, and others, are right. But when 
they undertake to prescribe to Supreme Wisdom 
the means by which this end is to be attained, 
they transc¢ad their proper limits. These 
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means, it is obvious to every one, must vary 
with the age, character, and other circumstances 
of those for whom they are intended. And 
who can say, that positive religion may not be 
a means of moral improvement, by giving effi- 
cacy to moral religion, and hence be revealed 
and inspired? If positive doctrines were not 
contained in the Bible, philosophers would soon 
demonstrate that they must be contained in a 
revelation made from God. 

3. The great body of modern theologians, 
both of the Romish and protestant churches, 
prefer a middle course between the theory first 
mentioned and the opinions last cited. They 
adopt, for the most part, the theory of Claude 
Frassen, a Franciscan monk and a scholastic 
theologian of the seventeenth century, and sup- 
pose three degrees of inspiration. 

(a) The first and highest degree of inspira- 
tion 1s, the revelation of things before unknown 
to the sacred writers. This is called by Frassen, 
insptratio antecedens, but commonly by other 
writers, revelation ; who thus make a distinction 
between inspiration and revelation, and hold that 
revelation is indeed always attended by inspira- 
tion, but that inspiration is not, in every case, 
preceded by revelation. ¢Everything in the sa- 
cred scriptures, they say, 1s inspired, but every- 
thing there is not revealed; for much which is 
contained in the Bible was known to the sacred 
writers from their own reflection? 

(5) The second degree of inspiration is, the 
security against error which God affords the sa- 
cred writers in the exhibition of doctrines or 
facts with which they are already acquainted, 
the care which he takes in the selection, truth, 
and intelligibleness of the subjects introduced, 
and the words by which they are expressed, 
&c. This is called by Frassen, inspiratio con- 
comitans. 

(c) The third degree of inspiration is, the 
divine authority stamped upon writings, origin- 
ally composed without inspiration, by the ap- 
probation of inspired men, and is called inspira- 
tio consequens. This degree of inspiration is pre- 
dicated of the historical books of the Old Tes- 
tament, which were approved by Jesus and the 
apostles; and of the gospels Mark and Luke, 
which were approved by Peter and Paul, and 
afterwards by John. 

This theory is developed by Doddridge, and 
still more fully by Téllner; the latter of whom 
endeavours to shew, that the authority of the 
holy scriptures as the source of our knowledge 
in matters of faith is perfectly secured, even in 
cases where only the lowest degree of inspira- 
tion is admitted. Vide T6llner, Die gdttliche 
Kingebung der heiligen Schrift. 

4. Other theologians deem it sufficient to 
shew that the prophets and apostles enjoyed a 
higher divine assistance and support. Vide s. 
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8. They were induced in various ways, some- 
times by natural means, and sometimes by im- 
mediate divine direction, to write the sacred 
books. ‘They always wrote, as well as spoke, 
as persons enjoying the influence of the Spirit 
of God. This is the light in which inspiration 
is regarded by Morus, p. 32, seq. s. 27,28. He 
did not think necessary to determine what par- 
ticular aelws Seonvevorias was exerted in each 
particular aetus scribendi. 

It may be well to remark the striking contrast 
between the meagre productions of the fathers 
of the first century and the rich and instructive 
writings of the apostles, most of whom were 
_ illiterate men. But how, the unprejudiced in- 
quirer will be compelled to ask, could the latter 
have written in such a widely different manner, 
and one so superior to that of the fathers, if they 
had not enjoyed a higher divine assistance ? 

Note.—The following works on this subject 
may be recommended to the attention of the stu- 
dent. Rich. Simon, Histoire Critique du V. 
T., especially ch. 23—25; and the Letters of a 
Dutch divine on the critical History of Simon, 
edited by Le Clere. The opinions contained in 
this work, some of which are true, and others 
false and partial, have been developed by mo- 
dern theologians. Among modern works, the 
following are most distinguished :—(1) Semler, 
Abhandlung von freyer Untersuchung des Ca- 
nons, 4 Thle, Halle, 1771—75, 8vo. The dif- 
ferent theories are here illustrated and examined. 
This work induced Schmid, Miller, Pittiscus, 
and others, to undertake the defence of the com- 
mon doctrine. (2) Tdollner, Die gdttliche 
Eingebung der heiligen Schrift, Mitau und 
Leipzig, 1782, 8vo. (3) K6éppen, Die Bibel 
ein Werk der gittlichen Weisheit. This book 
contains many excellent observations on the 
origin and collection of the different parts of the 
Bible. (4) Fichte, Versuch einer Kritik aller 
Offenbarung, Koénigsberg, 1793, 8vo—a_ pro- 
found inquiry respecting the possibility of direct 
revelation, and the criteria by which it is to be 
judged. (5) Sonntag, Doctrina inspirationis, 
ejusque ratio, historia, et usus popularis, Hei- 
delberg, 1810, 8vo. 

Note 2.—The teacher of religion should not 
trouble the common people and the young with 
the recondite investigations of ancient and mo- 
dern theologians respecting the nature, manner, 
and degrees of inspiration, or respecting the an- 
cient mode of thought and expression on this 
subject. In his public instructions he should 
confine himself to the scriptural view of inspira- 
tion exhibited ins. 8. He should, as Calixtus 
and Morus have done, give prominence to the 
truth, that the sacred writers were, by divine 
aid, perfectly secured against error. He should 
explain to his hearers the promises of assistance 
which Christ gave his disciples. In doing this, 
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he will sufficiently establish and confirm «heir 
faith. But he ought not by any means to with- 
hold this doctrine from those whom he is ap- 
pointed to teach, since it is a doctrine taught in 
the Bible, and is calculated, as there exhibited, 
to produce a deep and happy persuasion of the 
truths of revealed religion. Nor should he ate 
tempt to modernize this doctrine, but should 
rather labour to restore it to its early simpli- 
city. 


SECTION XI. 


OF SOME OF THE PRINCIPAL ATTRIBUTES OF 
THE HOLY SCRIPTURES. 


Since the sixteenth century, the theologians 
of the protestant church have endeavoured to ob- 
viate various opinions, respecting the nature and 
use of the Bible, which appeared to them erro- 
neous, by treating in their systems of the attri- 
butes of the holy scriptures. Most of what they 
say on this subject is almed against the doc- 
trines of the Romish church. The following are 
the principal attributes of the Bible :— 


I. The Intelligibleness of the Holy Scriptures. 


The protestant church has maintained from 
the first, in opposition to the Romish, that the 
holy scriptures are intelligible. The popes have 
always been anxious to crush a spirit of free in- 
quiry in the members of their church, to subject 
belief to human authority, and to arrogate to 
themselves a judicial power, even in matters of 
faith. But they saw, at once, that the free use 
of the Bible would be very much in the way of 
the success of their designs; and therefore either 
wholly interdicted, or at least encumbered the 
common use of it, under the pretence that it was 
full of obscurities, calculated to mislead or con- 
found the faith of the laity, which ought to de- 
pend upon tradition or ecclesiastical authority. 
Vide Introduction, s. 7, III. and Art. I. s. 13. 
This extravagant opinion, however, is only re- 
ceived by the more zealous adherents of the 
papal see, and is rarely entertained by the theo- 
logians of the Gallican church, 

On the other hand, many protestant theolo- 
gians have entertained opinions respecting the 
intelligibleness of the Bible which are equally 
extravagant. The truth on this subject may, 
perhaps, be best expressed as follows:—The 
holy scriptures are so waitten, that the first read- 
ers, for whom they were especially designed, 
could understand the greater part of them with- 
out the necessity of laborious interpretation, and 
that even we can obtain from them a clear ac- 
quaintance with those doctrines of religion whick 
are essential to our improvement, comfort, and 
salvation. ‘There is no need of proving more 
than this. The following remarks will illustrate 
the view here expressed ' — 
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1. Many parts of these hooks must have been 
unavoidably obscure even to the contemporaries 
of the sacred writers, from the nature of the sub- 
jects of revelation. Many of the subjects 
brought to view in the epistles of Paul were 
hard to be understood, even at his own time, 2 
Pet. iii. 16. And much that was written:under 
divine influence was unintelligible even to the 
sacred writers themselves. Vides.9, V. But 
as Buddeus justly observes, ‘alia est perspi- 
Cuitas rerum, alia verborum.”’ 

2. The writers of the Bible employed the lan- 
guage and style which were common in the age 
in which they lived, and understood by the 
public for which they wrote; they expressed 
themselves in conformity with the modes of 
speech and thought then prevalent: of course, 
their writings must have been, for the most part, 
intelligible to their contemporaries, to whom 
they had always primary reference in what they 
wrote. 

3. But in consequence of this very circum- 
stance, much which was then perfectly intelli- 
gible is so no longer. Our language is wholly 
unlike the Hebrew or Hebraistic Greek in which 
they wrote. And our manners, customs, opi- 
nions, and modes of thinking, are equally 
changed. If we were able to place ourselves in 
the circumstances and enter into the feelings of 
the inspired authors, we should find their writ- 
ings comparatively easy and intelligible. But 
common Christians cannot do this ; and even the 
most learned will find passages in the Old and 
New Testaments which, after all their efforts, 
will remain doubtful and obscure. If, however, 
we set aside all passages of this nature, we shall 
find enough left to give us a clear and sure 
knowledge of the essential doctrines of religion. 
These difficult and obscure passages commonly 
have no bearing, or, at most, a very remote one, 
upon the truths of salvation. And it is fre- 
quently the case, that when an important doc- 
trine or duty is expressed with apparent obscu- 
rity in one place, it is exhibited elsewhere with 
so much the greater clearness. Experience 
shews, that people in common life have been 
able to acquire, by the exercise of a sound under- 
standing, and by the aids of the divine Spirit, a 
fund of useful knowledge and of important prin- 
ciples, even from very defective translations of 
the Bible. Indeed, an illiterate man, who pos- 
sesses a sound understanding and good charac- 
ter, and studies the Bible without prejudice, will 
often understand it better, and with more ease, 
than the scholar, who first adopts his opinions 
and then endeavours to find them in the Bible. 
The latter looks upon all the doctrines of the 
Bible through a discoloured medium. The holy 
scriptures were not written for the scholar, as 
such; nor were they intended to afford materials 
for speculation, but rather enjoyment for the 
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heart. Hence they are often misunderstood ane 
despised by those whose feelings are deadened, 
and who have little taste for anything but spe- 
culation. Most of the writers of the Bible were 
themselves illiterate men, and lived in familiar 
intercourse with common people. They there- 
fore meet the wants of this class of society, and 
agree with the common mode of thought and 
expression better than the learned commonly do. 
This consideration is overlooked by those who 
would take the Bible from the hands of the com- 
mon people. It is truly remarked by Thomas & 
Kempis, that the holy scriptures must be read 
with the assistance of the same Spirit by which 
they were inspired. Now this may be enjoyed 
by all—by the unlearned as well as the learned, 
if they only sincerely wish to obtain it. 

It should be remembered, too, that the very 
difficulties and obseurities which oecur in the 
Bible have been very beneficial to the human 
race by exercising, and of course strengthening, 
the powers of the mind. If the scriptures were 
so plain that all parts of them could be under- 
stood without study, they would not furnish 
nourishment and employment for the spirit of 
inquiry. Lessing made the bold assertion, that 
the human race had not been benefited so muck 
by the doctrines taught in the Bible as by the 
inquiries and investigations to whieh the Bible 
had given occasiou. 

Some have attempted to prove the intelligible- 
ness of the Bible from texts of scripture; but an 
opponent would not allow the testimony of a 
writer in his own behalf to be valid proof; nor 
do these texts (such, for example, as compare 
scripture. with a light, enlightening men, and 
shewing them the way to true happiness, Psa. 
xix. 8; cxix. 105) apply so much to the scrip- 
tures themselves as to the doctrines which they 
contain. 


Il. The Efficacy of the Holy Scriptures. 


When we say the holy scriptures have an effi 
cacy, we use figurative language ; for this efficacy 
belongs rather to the doctrines and principles 
contained in the scriptures, Theologians have 
been led to adopt many fine distinctions on this 
point, by the controversies which have existed 
respecting the means of grace. We shall con- 
sider these distinctions in connexion with the 
means of grace, s. 133, II. 


Ill. The Infallibility of the Holy Scriptures. 


When we assert the infallibility of the holy 
scriptures, we mean to say, that if any doctrine 
of religion can be clearly shewn to be taught in 
them, it must be received as true, and needs no 
further evidence; according to the maxim, sen- 
sus hermeneuticé verus, est etiam dogriaticé verus. 
This position is grounded on the ‘fact, that the 
authors of the Bible were rendered infallible by 
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divine influence, according to the promise of 
Christ, John, xiv. 26. It is taken in opposition 
to those who rely unduly upon unaided reason 
in matters of faith. Vide Introduction, s. 7, II. 
and s. 8,9. But before we can prove that any 
doctrine is taught in the holy scriptures, we 
must be sure of the uncorruptedness of the sa- 
cred text, and of the justice of our interpretation 
of it; and as both of these points are sometimes 
attended with difficulties, we cannot apply this 
maxim to much purpose in particular cases, al- 
‘hough, abstractly considered, it is perfectly 
true. 


IV. The Authority of the Holy Scriptures. 


1. Auctoritas normativa. By this is meant 
the authority of the Bible to bind men to believe 
and do what it teaches and prescribes. This is 
likewise called auctoritas canonica (petito voca- 
bulo ex Gal. vi. 16.) Vide Morus, p.37. This 
authority depends upon the infallibility of the 
scriptures, and also upon their divine origin. 
Moreover, the writers of the New Testament re- 
quire that every doctrine should be examined 
by the instructions of Jesus and his apostles, 
and should be received as obligatory, if found 
to agree, but otherwise, should be rejected, 1 
John, iv. 1, coll. 2 John, v.10; Gal.i.8. Paul 
exhorts Timothy to hold fast the doctrines of 
true Christianity (iycatvovzes xdyov), the sum of 
which (txo0rimwots, what we now find in the 
writings of the apostles) he had taught him with 
his own mouth, 2 Tim. i. 13. Jesus himself 
required that the doctrines which he taught 
should be received on his mere authority, and 
frequently brought no other proof than the sim- 
ple assertion, "Eyd 62 aéyw tucy. He gave Ni- 
codemus to understand that he acted very incon- 
sistently in acknowledging his divine authority, 
and yet questioning the truth of his assertions. 
The question which Nicodemus asked, «* How 
can these things be ?’’ was indeed very natural ; 
and the serious inquirer after truth will always 
rejoice to haveitanswered. But if it cannot be 
answered, he must be content with the mere as- 
sertion of a teacher whose divine authority he 
must acknowledge: he must say with respect 
to Christ, as Pliny the younger said of a certain 
wise man, twa mihi auctoritas pro ratione sufficit. 

2. Auctoritas judicialis. By this is meant, 
that the scriptures are the final appeal in mat- 
ters of faith and practice. No doctrines opposed 
to the Bible can be admitted as true by those 
who receive it as an inspired book. Christ and 
the apostles everywhere appeal to the Old Tes- 
tament, and thus shew that they, and the Jews 
generally, regarded it as divine, John, v. 393 
Matt. xxii. 44; Acts, xv. 15. But in applying 
the judicial authority of scripture to particular 
cases, everything depends upon the justice of 
the interpretation; and we must frequently say, 
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that itis rather the interprete, than the scripture 
which decides. Most theological controversies 
owe their origin to the different interpretations 
of the Bible; and every theologian pleads the 
auctoritas judicialis of scripture in behalf of his 
own opinion, because he regards one particular 
sense of the words as true. . The question is, 
how he proves that this sense is the true one, 
and whether he interprets the Bible on just prin- 
ciples ? 

The text, Heb. iv. 12, 13, where the word of 
God is said to be xpurexds évSuproswv xat Evvordsy 
xapdvas, is often cited in this connexion. But 
the phrase adyos @cov here signifies the divine 
threatenings against sinners and apostates. The 
meaning of the text is, the threatenings of God 
relate not merely to the outward actions, but to 
the most secret purposes of evil. 


V. The Sufficiency or Completeness of the Holy 
Scriptures. 


1. The sufficiency of the doctrines of the Bible. 
All the doctrines affecting. the improvement, 
comfort, and salvation of men, which were 
taught by Jesus, the apostles, and prophets, are 
contained in the holy scriptures, without any 
omission. This completeness (plenitudo) of 
the scriptures is called by Paul, Acts, xx. 27, 
masav Bovary tov @cov, the whole divine plan of 
salvation. This attribute of scripture is main- 
tained in opposition both to those who receive 
from tradition some doctrines of faith which are 
not found in the Bible, and to those who, under 
the influence of enthusiasm, would make addi- 
tions from new, pretended revelations to the doc- 
trines really revealed. In opposition to both of 
these classes, this attribute may be truly predi- 
cated of the holy scriptures; for the instructions 
which the Bible contains respecting the way of 
real happiness here and hereafter are so com- 
plete that we have no occasion to resort either 
to the dark sources of tradition or the assevera- 
tions of fanatics. But, on the other hand, when 
we affirm the sufficiency of the scriptures we 
must not be understood to mean that the Bible 
is a repertory of information respecting the arts, 
sciences, literature, and every object of human 
knowledge. These things do ‘not fall within 
the scope of the sacred writers, because they do 
not stand immediately connected with the great 
end of man. The instructions contained in the 
Old and New Testaments were adapted to the 
comprehension and wants of those for whom 
they were primarily written. But we are per- 
mitted, according to the example of Jesus and 
his apostles, yea, we are required, to adapt these 
instructions to our own wants, and, by the help 
of these scriptures, to make constant progress 
in spiritual knowledge and experience. Thia 
progress, however, must still accord with the 
Bible, and be regulated by the principles of 
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Christianity. The Bible, from which these 
principles are learned, must be the star by which 
we are guided in all our advances. In this view, 
Paul recommends the use of the Old Testament, 
even to Christian teachers, 2 Tim. iii. 15. Vide 
Introduction, s. 5. I. 

2, The sufficiency of the books. This implies, 
that our canon contains books enough to furnish 
the Christian with all necessary knowledge of 
the truths of religion. This cannot be proved 
from the sacred writers themselves; for the 
canon must have been incomplete while any 
one of them was as yet writing. The passage 
Rev. xxii. 18, 19, éav cus itu én’ adta, x. 7. A 
was formerly cited in proof of the sufficiency of 
the books of the Bible, by Tertullian, Adv. 
Herm. c. 22, and has since been frequently 
called, as well as the whole book in which it 
stands, sigillum canonis. But the prohibition 
here expressed strictly relates only to the Apo- 
calypse. So much, however, is beyond dispute, 
that the great truths of salvation are repeated so 
often in the Bible, that they might all be learned 
from a much smaller collection of books than 
we have at present. If therefore some part of 
the canon should be rejected as spurious, the 
completeness of the holy scriptures would be 
unaffected, and the system of divine truth re- 
main entire. 


SECTION XII. 


OF THE USE OF THE BIBLE AS THE SOURCE OF THE 
DOCTRINES OF REVELATION. 


I. The Use of the New Testament. 


From the remarks already made, it appears 
that the scriptures of the New Testament are to 
be regarded as the source from which we are to 
derive the knowledge of the principal doctrines 
of the Christian religion. But in deriving the 
doctrines of Christianity from the New Testa- 
ment, we must be governed by the following 
considerations :— 

1. The authors of the New ‘Testament had 
their contemporaries principally in view in what 
they wrote. Paul, for example, in his epistle 
to the Romans, had primary and principal refer- 
ence to the church then existing at Rome, and 
not to the Christian church in succeeding ages. 
These scriptures would have been very differ- 
ently composed if they had been throughout in- 
tended for all ages of the world. Instead of 
containing salutations, allusions to local inte- 
rests, and temporary disputes and errors, and a 
disconnected view of the doctrines of revelation, 
they would have exhibited a complete, connected 
system of religious truth. Those texts of the 
Bible, then, which relate merely to circum- 
stances then existing, but never afterwards, can- 
not be regarded as sources of Christian doctrine. 
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Such texts are indeed useful, in making us ac- 
quainted with the history of the times in which 
they were written, and in furnishing examples 
for imitation, if similar circumstances should 
recur; but in themselves they have no binding 
authority at the present time. ‘Texts of this na- 
ture are those in the Acts of the Apostles, and 
in the epistles to Timothy, which relate to the 
constitution of the apostolical church. For these 
texts the sacred writers do not claim an univer- 
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claim this for all parts of their writings without 
exception, although they do distinctly for the 
Christian doctrines which they teach. Vide 
Introduction, s. 5, I. and s. 8, III. 3, b. 

2. Since the scriptures of the New Testament 
were originally adapted to the age in which they 
were written, and always presuppose the oral 
instructions which were given by the apostles, 
we cannot expect that all the doctrines of faith 
should be taught in them with equal fulness and 
clearness. The slight and unfrequent mention — 
of a doctrine in our sacred writings does not 
prove its unimportance, since the authors of the 
Bible might have known that it was already 
sufficiently understood and duly regarded by 
those for whom they wrote. Nor does the fre- 
quent and extended discussion of any subject in 
the Bible prove its internal and lasting import- 
ance, since the local circumstances of some 
churches, or the character of certain individuals, 
may have required a more repeated and urgent 
inculcation of particular doctrines than would be 
otherwise advisable. Thus the circumstances 
of the church at the time when the apostles 
wrote led them to insist more frequently and 
strongly upon the abolition of the Mosaic insti- 
tute than they would have done in other circum- 
stances. 

3. The case is exactly the same with the 
manner in which the apostles taught the doc- 
trines of religion. Their manner was adapted 
to the conceptions, views, and capacities of their 
contemporary hearers and readers, and is often 
wholly inappropriate to other persons in other 
circumstances. In bringing the instructions of 
Christ and his apostles in proof of any doctrine 
of religion, we must therefore, in many cases, 
pay more regard to the truth itself which they 
teach, than to the manner in which they illus- 
trate it. For many of the proofs and illustra- 
tions employed successfully by the first teachers 
of Christianity have now lost their force and 
evidence. It is frequently true, that those very 
considerations which must have made the 
strongest impression on the contemporaries of 
the apostles, are least of all convincing to us; 
while, on the contrary, the proofs by which we 
are most influenced would have been scarcely 
intelligible to them. The proofs which Jesus 
adduced from the Old Testament in behalf of 
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many of his doctrines were far more convincing 
to the Jews than the most powerful arguments 
which could be drawn from human reason. The 
same may be said of many of the illustrations 
contained in the epistles to the Hebrews and 
Galatians. The doctrines of the Bible are un- 
alterably true, and intended for all ages of the 
world ; but the method in which they are taught, 
the costume in which they are invested, the ar- 
guments by which they are proved, were all de- 


signed primarily for the Jews, and are therefore- 


by no means obligatory on the present teachers 
of religion. 

We may therefore affirm, that while it was 
the design of God that religious knowledge 
should be communicated by means of these books 
to all the suecessive ages of the world, this was 
not the design which the authors of the Bible had 
in view, in a great portion of what they wrote. 
But for the very reason that these sacred books 
were designed for the good of all succeeding 
ages, each particular portion of them could not 
possibly be designed for each successive age. 
What is most useful and necessary for one 
period is not equally so for another. But we 
should expect, that the wants of the present and 
future would be alike provided for in the codex 
of revelation; and this we find to be done in the 
Bible. Many parts of it, which seem hardly to 
answer the demands of the present day, were 
perfectly adequate to the wants of a former 
period ; and the reverse : and many parts which 
were once in the highest degree useful, and 
have ceased to be so now, may perhaps, in after 
times, become as useful and important as ever. 

4. Those texts of the Old and New Testa- 
ments which exhibit particular doctrines with 
the most fulness and clearness, and are therefore 
most frequently cited for proof or illustration, are 
called sedes doctrinarum, dicta probantia ; more 
frequently loca classica—i.e., primaria, prestan- 
fissima; like auctores classic?, first used by Gel- 
lius, XIX. 8; and cives classic, the name given 
to those belonging to the first class of Roman 
citizens, into which such only were admitted as 
possessed a certain amount of property, decided 
by law. 

In using these proof-texts many of the ancient 
systems followed a kind of doctrinal or herme- 
neutical tradition, employing such texts only as 
had been adduced by the authors of the sym- 
bols, who, on their part, had employed those 
mostly which had been previously adduced by 
the ecclesiastical fathers, and the theologians 
of the Romish church. As the theologians of 
former times strictly followed the doctrines of 
the symbolical books, they were inclined to 
adopt the arguments and yroof-texts by which 
these doctrines were there supported. Hence 
we find almost the same proof-texts, explained 
in the same way, constantly recurring, with 
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very slight alterations in the theclogical sys 
tems, as late as the middle of the eighteenth 
century. Some of these traditionary texts had 
no bearing on the point which they were in- 
tended to prove, or at best were doubtful and 
obscure; while on the other hand, some of the 
most direct and pertinent texts were never cited. 

In making use of these texts we should never 
lose sight of the above remarks. As Luther 
well observes, we must treat the Bible cau- 
tiously, and inquire not only whether any par- 
ticular truth is taught in the word of God, but 
whether it concerns ws or others. «Man muss 
mit der Schrift séiuberlich handeln und fahren. 
Man muss nicht allein ansehen ob es Gottes 
wort sey; sondern vielmehr zu wem es geredet 
sey, ob es dich treffe, oder cinen andern. Den 
Unterschied sollen wohl merken, fassen, und 
zu herzen nehmen die Prediger, ja alle Chris- 
ten,’’ Luther, Unterricht wie man sich in Mosen 
schicken soll. We should also carefully dis- 
tinguish between the truth itself which is taught 
in these passages, and the manner in which 
this truth is illustrated. 


Il. The Use of the Old Testament. 


1, Christianity and the Jewish institute are 
not so nearly related that they must stand or fall 
together. Itis possible that one who knew no- 
thing of the Jewish religion, and had never read 
the Jewish scriptures, might believe on Jesus 
as the Saviour of the world. And we find, ac- 
cordingly, that when the apostles were called to 
teach the principles of the Christian religion to 
those who were unacquainted with Judaism, 
they rarely alluded to the Old Testament. 
Christ and the apostles regarded the divine re- 
velations as gradual, and the instruction given 
in the Old Testament as elementary, adapted to 
the state of society while yet in the infancy of 
improvement, and calculated to deepen the sense 
of the higher and more spiritual wants of the 
mind. Vide Introduction, s. 8, II. In this 
light is Judaism regarded by Paul, who com- 
pares the ritual of the former institute with a 
schoolmaster (xadaywyds) who is deserted by 
the children, as they approach towards manhood, 
Gal. iii. 24; iv. 1,9. The books therefore con- 
taining the principles of the Jewish religion, 
taken by themselves, cannot be regarded as a 
principal source of our knowledge of the Chris- 
tian system, although they are of essential ser- 
vice, and indeed often indispensable. ‘They 
are recommended in the New Testament to our 
careful study ; but always in connexion with 
Christian instructions. For we, as Christians, 
are no longer bound by many things which are 
commanded in the Old Testament; and must 
learn from Christian instructions what these 
things are, and why their obligation has ceased 

2. The books of the Old Testament may he 
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used for various purposes, which differ very 
much, according to time and circumstances. 

(1) Usus polemicus or eleneticus. ‘The Old 
Testament may be employed to prove the truth 
and divinity of the Christian religion against 
Jews and infidels. From these ancient books 
we can shew that the Christian institute was 
promised and expected from the earliest times ; 
and can correct many of the mistakes which 
have prevailed among the Jews and other 
nations. [For this purpose they were used by 
Christ and his apostles, and sometimes in the 
instruction even of the heathen, but more fre- 
- quently when Jews were to be convinced. We 
may see the different method in which they 
addressed Jews and heathen, by comparing the 
discourses of Paul contained in the Acts, and 
also his epistles to the Hebrews and Galatians, 
with those to the Thessalonians. 

When Christ wished to convince the Jews of 
the truth of his religion, and the divinity of his 
mission, he exhorted them to study their own 
scriptures, in which he was predicted. But al- 
though this advice of Christ was first given to 
the Jews, it must apply in full force to all who 
allow the authority of Christ, and acknowledge 
that the Old Testament contains predictions re- 
specting him. Christ thus addresses the Pha- 
risees, (John, v. 39,) "Epevyare (indicative, not 
imperative, as many suppose) ras ypapas, ore 
Buecs Soxeete Ev adraus Cany aiavov tyew x av 
Exevvat elovy at paprupovoar wep 
éwov, Ye search the scriptures (of the Old 
Testament), because ye suppose that ye shall 
find in them the means of attaining salvation; 
and these very seriptures testify of me—i. e., of 
the Messiah, the character which I sustain, and 
of the way of salvation through me.” In2 Tim. 
iil. 14—17, Paul distinctly states that Timothy 
(even asa Christian and Christian teacher, verse 
17) would find the Old Testament very useful 
in connexion with the Christian instruction 
which he had received (ver. 14), in acquainting 
himself with the way of salvation (ver. 15), in 
teaching this way to others (pos SiSasxarvar, 
ver. 16), and in refuting the objections of the 
Jews and other enemies of Christianity, (xpds 
Eacyzov, ver. 16.) Cf. s. 8, 10.1. 2 Peter, i. 
19, “The predictions of the Old Testament 
respecting Christ, are now, since their fulfilment, 
much more certain than formerly; and ye (con- 
verts from Judaism, who are accustomed to read 
the Jewish scriptures) will do well to attend to 
them.” In this very connexion, however, Peter 
likens the Old Testament to a lantern, casting 
a feeble light, when compared with the day 
which had risen, since Christ had appeared, 
upon those who had embraced his religion. Cf. 
s. 8, IT. 2. 

Note.—However imperfect the Jewish insti- 
tute may be in comparison with the Christian, 
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it must not be despised or undervalued. Morus, 
p- 24,note. It was perfectly adapted to the aga 
for which it was intended, and to the country 
where it was established, and could not havs 
been different in any respect. It betrays a poor 
judgment to blame a teacher for not introducing 
into his book of elements everything which is 
found in a complete system, or for pursuing a 
different method in the instruction of little chil- 
dren and advanced scholars. This, so far from 
deserving blame, constitutes the highest merit 
of the teacher. The instructions given by God 
in the Old Testament are regarded in this light 
by Christ and the apostles, and are highly es- 
teemed as adapted to the age for which they 
were given. Vides. 8, II. ad finem. 

(2) Usus dogmatieus and historicus. The Old 
Testament is of use in ascertaining the doctrines 
of Christianity, inasmuch as it is very full upon 
many doctrines presupposed in the New Testa- 
ment, and gives intimations on many doctrines 
on which the latter enlarges. (a) As the primi- 
tive Christians were for the most part native 
Jews, they were naturally supposed to have 
known from the Old Testament many of the 
most important truths of religion. Accordirigly 
we find that the instructions given them in the 
New Testament respecting the nature, attri- 
butes, and providence of God, the creation of 
the world, and the fall of man, are less full and 
explicit than those contained in the Old. (0) 
The Old Testament also contains traces, inti- 
mations, and, as it were, the germs of many 
doctrines which were afterwards followed out 
and developed by Christ and the apostles. 
This is exactly as it should be in a book of 
elementary instruction. The Old Testament 
pointed to the distant blessings which were 
promised. The passages of the Old Testament 
which treat of the Messiah, the life beyond the 
grave, and subjects of the same kind, are useful 
in shewing that these ideas have been brought 
to light and developed by Christ (usus histori- 
cus), and that all the divine revelations compose 
one complete system. 

The false opinions which were formerly en- 
tertained respecting the use of the Old Testa- 
ment and its relation to Christianity led many 
writers to attribute too many Christian ideas to 
the ancient Jewish prophets, and to carry back, 
without any distinction of time, all the light of 
the New Testament into the Old. That the 
light enjoyed under the former dispensation was 
inferior to that which Christians enjoy appear 
from the declarations of an apostle, 2 Peter, i. 
19, seq.; 1 Pet.i.10,seq. Christ himself says, 
Matt. xi. 11, that among those who had been 
born of women there had not been a greater 
prophet than John, his precursor; but that the 
least who enjoyed Christian instruction, and 
had kindled his torch by the Christian light, 
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vas hetter a:quainted with the peculiar doctrines 
of the Christian religion than John. 

(3) Usus hermeneuticus. As Christ and the 
apostles were native Jews, and had their own 
sountrymen for their first hearers, they con- 
formed, as far as they could consistently with 
duty, to the manners and opinions, to the mode 
of thought and expression, common among those 
with whom they were conversant. It is there- 
fore impossible for any one who is ignorant of 
this prevailing mode of thought and expression 
to understand fully their instructions. And this 
knowledge, which is so essential to the right 
understanding of the Christian doctrine, can be 
obtained only from the Old Testament. The 
service which it renders us in this respect is of 
the greatest importance. How many mistakes 
respecting the doctrines of faith, and how much 
confusion would have been avoided, if theo- 
logians had brought to the study of the Chris- 
tian scriptures a thorough acquaintance with the 
Old Testament ! 

(4) Usus moralis. The books of Moses, the 
Psalms, Proverbs, and other portions of the Old 
Testament, are full of precepts relating to the 
wise conduct of human life, and calculated to 
awaken religious and pious sentiments. Even 
the historical portions of the Old Testament are 
highly useful in this view, and should be em- 
ployed by religious teachers, and especially the 
teachers of youth, for the promotion of virtue 
and piety, more than is commonly done. It was 
the manner of Moses, and of all the ancient Jew- 
ish teachers, to give instruction by means of 
history—a manner which is always interesting, 
and which was imitated by the first Christian 
teachers, who always built their instructions 
upon the history of the Old Testament and of 
Christ. 

Cautions to be observed in the use of the 
Old Testament for moral instruction. 

(a) All the precepts contained in the Old Tes- 
tament are not of universal obligation; some of 
them are applicable only to those living under 
the peculiar constitution of the Jewish nation. 
Christians commit a great mistake when they 
apply to themselves the promises of temporal 
good and the threatenings of temporal evil which 
are contained in the Old Testament, but which 
are valid only under a theocratical form of govern- 
‘ment. Christians can make application to them- 
selves of such only of these precepts as relate to 
all menin every age. By neglecting this distinc- 
tion, and applying to the present time what 
has long since ceased to be valid, the teacher of 
religion frequently draws contempt upon him- 
self and his doctrine, and awakens unnecessary 
suspicion of the truth of what he utters. Every 
aet of disobedience to the divine law will indeed 
be punished, and every act of obedience reward- 
sd. But that this will be visibly accomplished 
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in the present life is nowhere taught in the 
Christian system, but rather the contrary. 
Temporal rewards and punishments are peculiar 
to a theocratic constitution, end ought not to 
be expected under a different divine dispensa- 
tion. 

(b) The rudeness of the early ages, and the 
degeneracy of the Jewish nation, called for a 
strictness of discipline from which Christianity 
has now released us. The spfrit of Christianity 
is in. many respects essentially different from 
that of Judaism. The latter terrified by punish- 
ments those who were too depraved to be in- 
fluenced by love ; the former teaches us to love 
God as our father and benefactor, and moves us 
by mildness and benevolence. Rom. viii. 15, 
*¢ Ye (true Christians) have not received (by 
Christianity) a slavish spirit, leading you still 
(xaawv, as Christians) to tremble before God; 
but ye have a filial, confiding disposition 
(xvevua vioSecvas) produced in your minds by 
God, under the influence of which you can sup- 
plicate him in all circumstances as your beloved 
Father.” Cf. Heb. xii. 18—24; Gal. iv. 1—4. 
When, therefore, as Christians, we obey any 
part of the law of Moses, or of the precepts of 
the Old Testament, we yield this obedience, not 
because it is required by the law of Moses or 
the Old Testament, but partly because it is com- 
manded by the universal moral law, and chiefly 
because it is commanded by Christ. For Christ. 
did not come, as he himself said, to annul the 
moral law of the Old Testament, but to fulfil and 
enforce it, Matt. v. 17, seq. So depraved were 
the Jews at the time of Moses, and long after- 
wards, that he was compelled to proceed with 
them as a teacher does with ignorant, rude, and 
untractable pupils. The first measures which the 
teacher takes in the education of such pupils are, 
to separate them from others of the same charac- 
ter with themselves, to impose compulsatory re- 
straints, to awe them with threatenings, and to 
make to them such sensible representations as 
are most calculated to produce an effect. And 
these are the measures which Moses adopted. 
Those for whom his institute was intended were, 
in a great measure, incapable of any higher re- 
ligious knowledge, which was not therefore 
given them, except in such obscure intimations 
as were proper in elementary instructions. 
Vide Introduction, s. 8, II. Cf. Gal. iv. 3 
Col. ii. 8, 20. Warburton, Divine Legation of 
Moses. 

(c) Christians ought not to adopt, without 
some limitation, the life and example of the per- 
sons described in the Old Testament, even of 
those there mentioned with approbation, as mo- 
dels for their own imitation ; for, in consequence 
of their better instruction, Christians are now in 
many respects far advanced beyond the best of 
former times. In those ages of ignorance many 
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things were allowed or palliatéd which, in this 
period of higher illumination and improvement, 
would be without excuse. Many events in the 
histories of David, Samson, and others, for 
which they might perhaps have been excul- 
pated, cannot be adopted by Christians as mo- 
dels for their imitation. These remarks are suf- 
ficient to shew the necessity of caution in the 
use of the characters of Old-Testament history, 
in recommending moral duties, and in popular 
instruction. Vide Joh. Aug. Wolf, Diss. duo 
de exemplis biblicis in theologia morali caute 
adhibendis, Lipsiz, 1786, 4to. Christian teach- 
ers would do well to follow in this respect the 
example of the writers of the New Testament. 
They never deal in indiscriminate praises and 
encomiums of the characters of the Old Testa- 
ment, but always select those parts of their ex- 
ample which are worthy of commendation, and 
of the imitation of Christians; such as the piety 
and faith of Abraham, and others mentioned, 
Heb. xi. 


SECTION XIII. 
OF THE READING OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES. 


L. History of the Dispute respecting the Reading of 
the Bible. 


Tuar the holy scriptures were less read by the 
the ancient Jews and primitive Christians than 
at the present day is beyond dispute. Books 
were formerly very rare and costly, and the read- 
ing public was extremely small. Even in 
Europe it was not so large by half, a century 
ago, as now. The great body of society, in for- 
mer times, had little taste for reading, or indeed 
ability, as a general thing, either to read or to 
write. They were not therefore required, by 
any precepts of the Bible, to read the scriptures 
themselves. This was made the duty of the 
teachers of religion, who were then required to 
read the scriptures before the people. Thus the 
sons of Levi were required to read the law of 
Moses in the hearing of the people, Deut. xxxi. 
11, 12; and Timothy was required to study the 
scriptures in order to qualify himself to teach 
others, 2 Tim. iii. 15. The passage, John, v. 
39, is also addressed to the teachers of religion. 
In consequence of the fact, that, in ancient times, 
the great body of mankind received instruction 
more by hearing than by their own reading, the 
learner was called dxpoarys, and instruction, 
myyov', dxoy, Rom. x. 15. 

But, on the other hand, the common people 
and the ignorant are nowhere forbidden, in the 
Old or New Testament, to read the scriptures; 
but were rather encouraged to instruct them- 
selves by their own study of the Word of God, 
if they had sufficient leisure and ability. The 
Jetters of the apostles were addressed to the 
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whole church, and were publicly read in the 
hearing of all, Col. iv. 16. Now, if the apostles 
did not fear any harm from having their epistles 
read in public, in the hearing of all, they could 
have no reason to apprehend danger from having 
them perused in private. The Jews also were 
always permitted the free use of their scriptures, 
cf. Acts, viii. 28; nor is there a passage in all 
the Old Testament in which this is prohibited. 
In the early Christian church, too, the reading 
of the Bible was universally allowed, and, in- 
deed, encouraged and facilitated by frequent 
versions. As early as the second century the 
Bible had been rendered into Syriac and Latin, 
and was accessible in these versions to as many 
as wished to own or study them. Hieronymus 
commends Pamphilus, ‘ quod scripturas quoque 
sanctas, non ad legendum tantum, sed ad haben- 
dum tribuebat promptissime, non solum viris sed 
etiam feminis, quas vidisset lectioni deditas,” 
Apol. I. Contra Ruffinum. Julian objected to 
Christians, ‘« quod mulieres puerosque pateren- 
tur scripturas legere,’’ Cyril. Alex. Contra Jul. 
VI. 9. Cyprian recommended the study of the 
Bible to Christians: ** Scripturis inquam sacris 
incumbat christianus fidelis, et ibi inveniet 
condigna fidei spectacula,’’ Cyprian, De Spee- 
tac. p. 342. From all this it appears, that at 
this period of the church the use of the holy 
scriptures was unincumbered. Vide Walch, 
Vom Gebrauch der heiligen Schrift unter den 
alten Christen, Leipzig, 1779, 8vo. 

At a later period the great decline of learn- 
ing commenced. And to such a point of dark- 
ness did western Europe arrive, that the whole 
learning of the clergy of the middle ages often 
consisted in their being able to read. In a state 
of things like this, the Bible was not, of course, 
much read by the laity, if, indeed, they were able 
to read at all. And as the Latin version was 
retained, although the Latin language had 
ceased to be vernacular after the seventh centu- 
ry, the common people became more and more 
ignorant of its contents. 

In the midst of this darkness the pope and 
clergy established many doctrines, which were 
as promotive of their own interests as they were 
contrary to the Bible. These innovations and 
errors were soon discovered and opposed by 
some of the more intelligent and inquisitive 
even among the laity. Hence, to take the Bible 
from their hands was the obvious policy of the 
clergy. Accordingly, Pope Gregory VII., of 
the eleventh century, declared himself against 
the free and general use of the scriptures. Bu 
as many of the laity, who had obtained more 
enlightened views from the use of the Bible, 
opposed themselves to the designs of the pope, 
the prohibition was repeated by Innocent III., 
at the commencement of the thirteenth century. 
The use of the Bible was again forbidden the 
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laity, on account of the Waldenses, by the 
council held at Tovlouse, in the year 1229. 
* Prohibemus, ne libros V.'T’. aut N. laicis per- 
mittatur habere; nisi forte Psalterium vel Bre- 
viarium pro divinis officiis ac Horas Beate Vir- 
ginis aliquis ex devotione habere velit; sed, ne 
vremissos libros habeant in vulgari lranslatione, 
arctissime inhibemus,’’? Concilium Tolosanum, 
Can. XI. Ata synod at Beziers, in the year 
1233, the laity were forbidden to possess any 
books of theology in the Latin language, and 
both clergy and laity to possess any in the ver- 
nacular. Inthe year 1338, John Wickliff was 
declared a heretic by a synod at Oxford for pub- 
jishing an English translation of the Bible; and 
in the year 1408, the third synod at the same 
place ordained, “ne quis textum aliquem ex 
scriptura transferat in linguam Anglicanam, nisi 
a Dioecesano vel Concilio provinciali translatio 
approbata sit.”’ 

Sull there were many among the different 
sects, and some even of the catholic church, who 
read the Bible for themselves. And by com- 
paring the existing state of faith and practice 
with the Bible, they were soon convinced of 
the errors and corruptions of the church. At 
last, in the sixteenth century, Luther and the 
Swiss reformers appeared, and restored the free 
use of the Bible. Luther especially very much 
promoted the general circulation of the scrip- 
tures by his German translation, which was the 
principal means of the Reformation. The coun- 
cil at T'rent did not now venture to renew the 
prohibition of the Bible, and undertook only to 
establish the Vulgate edition as alone authen- 
tic. But afterwards, Pope Pius IV. issued an 
Index librorum prohibitorum, in the preface to 
which he writes, «* Cum experimento manifes- 
tum sit si sacra Biblia vulgari lingua passim 
sine discrimine permittantur, plus inde ob ho- 
minum temeritatem detrimenti quam utilitatis 
oriri ; hac in parte judicio Episcopi sive Inqui- 
sitoris stetur, ut cum consilio parochi vel Con- 
fessarii Bibliorum a catholicis auctoribus ver- 
sorum lectionem in vulgari lingua eis concedere 
possint, quos intellexerunt ex hujusmodi lec- 
tione non damnum, sed fidei atque pietatis 
augmentum capere posse; quam facultatem in 
seriptis habeant. Qui autem absque tali facul- 
tate ea legere sive habere praesumserit, nisi prius 
Bibliis ordinario redditis, peccatorum absolu- 
tionem percipere non possit.” But even this 
permission was afterwards limited by Clement 
VIII., who declared that by this indulgence of 
Pius IV., “nullam de novo tribui facultatem 
Episcopis vel Inquisitoribus aut Regularium 
Superioribus concedendi licentiam emendi, 
,egendi, aut retinendi Biblia, vulgari lingua 
edita, cwm hactenus mandato et usu sancte ro- 
mane et wniversalis Inquisitionis sublata ets fuertt 
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facultas concedendi hujusmod. licentias legendi 
vel retinendi Biblia vulgaria, aut alias sancte 
scripture tam Novi quam Veteris Testamenti 
partes, quavis vulgart lingua editas ; ac insuper 
summaria et compendia etiam historica corun- 
dem Bibliorum, seu librorum sanclz scripture, 
quocunque vulgari tdiomate conscripta ; quod quis 
dem inviolate servandum est.” And at last this 
permission was wholly withdrawn by Gregory 
XV., who says, “ De plenitudine apostolic: po- 
testatis et ex certa scientia, ac matura delibera- 
tione revocamus, cassamus, et annullamus 
omnes et singulas licentias legendi et habendi 
biblios quoseunque prohibitos.”’ 

It is injustice, however, to the catholic church. 
to suppose that this prohibition of the free and 
general use of the Bible was ever universally 
approved. There have always been theolo- 
gians, especially in the Gallican church, who 
have advocated the lawfulness and necessity of 
the unlimited use of the scriptures. Paschasius 
Quesnel published at Paris, 1687, and Brussels, 
1702, a French translation of the New Testa- 
ment, (Le Nouveau Testament, avec des reflex- 
ions morales sur chaque verset,) from which a 
hundred and one propositions were extracted at 
the instigation of the Jesuits, and condemned by 
the pope in the bull -Unigenitus, 1713. Among 
these propositions were the following :—‘+ Lec- 
tio sacre scripture est pro omnibus.” « Ob- 
scuritas sancti verbi Dei non est Laicis ratio 
dispensandi se ipsos ab ejus lectione.” «* Abri- 
pere e Christianorum manibus Novum Testa- 
mentum, sive eis illud clausum tenere, auferendo 
eis modum illud intelligendi, est illis Christi os 
obturbare.” ‘+ Interdicere Christianis lectionem 
sacre scripture, presertim Evangelii, est inter- 
dicere usum luminis filiis lucis, et facere ut pa- 
tiantur speciem quandam excommunicationis.” 
It should be remarked, too, that the use of the 
Bible has never been prohibited without some 
limitation ; so that it is not unfrequent in our 
day for the most distinguished theologians of 
the Romish church to advocate the general use 
of the scriptures; while there are still many 
Jesuites, or Exjesuites, who hold to the prohi- 
bition of the Bible. Vide Hegelmeier, Ges- 
chichte des Bibelverbots, Ulm, 1783, 8vo. 

[Note.—The following passage from the his- 
torian Olaus Magnus, will shew on what pre- 
tences the court of Rome has sometimes pro. 
ceeded in forbidding the translation and circula- 
tion of the holy scriptures. ‘Gregorius VII., 
Vratislao (a Bohemian nobleman) scripsit (2 
Jan. 1080) ac prohibuit, ne, ut optavit, scriptura 
sancta verteretur in linguam vulgarem ; quoniam 
tam secreta majestas in ea est, ut difficulter 
translate sensus secretorum Dei poterit in ea 
postmodum deprehendi; immo nunquam devotior 


fieret populus, quando sciens facilitatem, in con- 
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temptum verteret, quod in reverentia consueverat 
admirari et jam in cerevisiaria taberna irrisorie 
decantatur,”’ Hist..Lib. XVI. ¢. 39. 

At the time of the Reformation, the Bible was 
translated by many catholic theologians, in order 
to prevent the use of the ‘heretical’? Bible by 
the members of their communion. The New 
Testament was translated by Hieron. Emser, 
in 1527, and by J. Dietenberger, in 1533; and 
the whole Bible by J. Hck, Casp. Uhlenberg, 
and others. 

The condemnation of the maxims of Father 
Quesnel by Clement XI. occasioned a contro- 
versy in the catholic church, which resulted in 
larger views respecting the use of the scriptures. 
These views were patronised by Benedict XIII., 
in the synod held at the palace of the Lateran, 
and afterwards more successfully by Maria The- 
resa and Joseph II., of Austria. 

Since the commencement of the present cen- 
tury, the Bible Society has found patrons in 
many distinguished members of the catholic 
church. The Archbishops of Mohileff and of 
Gnesne sanctioned a Polish version of the scrip- 
tures, and promoted its circulation in their dio- 
ceses; for which, however, they were severely 
reprimanded by Pius VIL., in his brief of June 
29,1816. Among the distinguished catholics 
who have made common cause with the protes- 
tants in the circulation of the Bible, in opposi- 
tion both to papal authority and the active jea- 
lousy of the Ultra-montanists, the names of Van 
Ess, Gossner, and De Sacy, deserve to be parti- 
eularly mentioned. In our own country, the 
‘bishops of the church” are content with * ear- 
nestly cautioning the laity against the indiscri- 
minate use of the unauthorized and extremely 
defective and erroneous versions which are 
placed within their reach,” and with recommend- 
ing “the Douay translation from the Vulgate of 
the Old Testament, and the Rhemish translation 
of the New Testament.’’ Vide Pastoral Letter 
of the Prelates of the catholic church, Baltimore, 
1829. 

While these more liberal views are obtaining 
in the Romish church, it is worthy of remark 
that many protestant divines have so far desert- 
ed the principles of the Reformation as wholly 
to disapprove of the general reading of the 
Bible, or at least to allow it only under very 
narrow restrictions. Several bishops of the 
episcopal church, both in England and America, 
have publicly avowed their hostility to the Bible 
Society, pretending that its exertions menaced 
the safety of the established church. Vide 
Christian Observer, vol. xx. p. 28. The same 
hostility to the unrestricted use of the Bible has 
been manifested by several German theologians. 
Vide Lessing, Theol. Nachlass, Berlin, 1784. 
J. G. Becker, Tract. ad questionem, utrum lec- 
tio iiterarum sacre scripture omnibus omnino 


Christianis, maxime imperite multitudini. valde 
sit commendanda, Rostochii, 1793, 4to. Voigt 
lander, Die Bibel kein Erbauungsbuch, in the 
Predigerjournal fiir Sachsen, November, 1809. 
Voeckler, De eo, an bene actum sit, scripta Ve- 
teris et Novi Testamenti omnia ac singula cum 
imperitorurn multitudine communicandi, Lipsie, 
1823, 8vo. Vide Hahn, Lehrbuch des christ 
Glaubens, Leipzig, 1828.] 


Il. How may the Bible be best adapted to common 
use 2 


It appears from tke preceding historical sketch 
that religion has always suffered from the prohi- 
bition or restriction of the use of the scriptures ; 
and, on the contrary, has always gained from 
their free and unrestricted use. To establish 
this declaration, we need only appeal to the time 
of the Reformation. The most direct way to 
render Christianity obsolete is to take the Bible 
from the hands of the common people. And 
already have we begun to experience the evils 
resulting from the efforts of some modern teach- 
ers to banish the reading of the scriptures, espe- 
cially of the Old Testament, from our schools, 
or at least to diminish the degree of attention 
formerly paid to them. 

But however useful the simple perusal of the 
scriptures in the common method may be to 
common people of no education, it may doubt- 
less be rendered in different ways more useful 
and less objectionable. 'The following are the 
principal methods adopted to promote the gene- 
ral utility of the Bible :— 

1. New translations. Before the perusal of 
the scriptures can be instructive and edifying to 
the common people, they must be able to obtain 
clear and definite conceptions of what they read; 
and they can do this only by means of good and 
intelligible translations. It were, indeed, desir- 
able that the established version, which has a 
classical authority with the great body of society, 
should be gradually improved, if circumstances 
were such as to allow this to be done. Consi- 
dering the period at which this version was 
made, it is a masterpiece in its kind, and is in 
many respects worthy of the study and imitation 
ofthe modern translator. But since that period 
we have made great advances in the art of inter- 
pretation, and have many exegetical helps, which 
were not then enjoyed. Our language, too, has 
undergone great alterations since this translation 
was written ; and many of the words and phrases 
which are used in it, and which were then com- 
mon, are now obsolete and unintelligible; but 
the period has not yet arrived, either for intro 
ducing a new version into the protestant church 
or for making considerable improvements in the 
one now established. Indeed, to attempt thi 
at the present crisis of the affairs of religion, anc 
while opposing sects are inflamed with such . 
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zeal against each other, would be extremely dan- 
gerous. In these circumstances we could hardly 
expect that any one plan of improvement would 
gain the assent of all parties. Since, therefore, 
neither a new version can at present be author- 
ized, nor any considerable improvements be 
made in the old, we can do nothing better to 
excite the interest and enlist the feelings of the 
common people in the reading of the Bible, than 
to recommend to them new translations and 
practical expositions, to be used in connexion 
with the established version. 

2. Allegurical interpretation and compends. 
Every part of the Bible was not intended for all 
ages or for all classes of readers. Considerable 
portions both of the Old and New Testaments 
have no immediate connexion with the Christian 
religion and the truths of salvation, and contri- 
bute little to the instruction and edification of 
believers, and are therefore of service merely to 
the scholar. Vides. 12. In order now to ren- 
der the reading of the scriptures truly profitable 
to common people, and to save them from wast- 
ing their time upon subjects which lie beyond 
their sphere, and from which they can derive no 
profit, their attention should be directed to such 
passages as exhibit the great truths of Christian 
faith and practice, and especially to the instruc- 
tive narratives of the Bible. The inconveni- 
ences resulting to the greater portion of readers 
from the indiscriminate and unaided perusal 
of the Bible, and the necessity of doing some- 
thing to adapt it better to their spiritual profit, 
have been for along time perceived and felt ; 
and, accordingly, two methods have been taken 
to obviate these inconveniences, and to render 
the perusal of the Bible more useful to common 
readers. 

(a) A mystical and allegorical mode of inter- 
pretation has been applied to the historical parts 
of the Old Testament, and to other parts of the 
Bible, which have no immediate bearing on the 
doctrines of salvation, or the moral improvement 
of men; and in this way a new sense has been 
ascribed to these passages better calculated to 
instruct and edify. This method was formerly 
adopted by Philo and other Jews, who were fol- 
lowed in this respect by many of the Christian 
fathers, especially by Clemens of Alexandria, 
Origen, and others of the Egyptian church. 
This method has also been adopted in modern 
times. It has doubtless been the means of good 
in some former periods, and to certain classes of 
readers ; but it involves so many inconveniences, 
and gives occasion to so many errors, that the 
revival of it at the present day can hardly seem 
desirable. It has lately, however, though under 
the different name of moral interpretation, re- 
ceived the sanction of Kant. Vide Ndsselt, 
Progr. Animadversiones in sensum sacrorum 


ibrorum moralem, Halle, 1795. 
Il 
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[Wote.—Those who apply this mode of inter- 
pretation suppose that every passage of the Bible 
contains a concealed, spiritual, and higher sense, 
either in connexion with or under its literal and 
grammatical sense; and that the Holy Ghost 
thus gave two or more senses to the words 
which he inspired. The catholic church held 
to a fourfold sense of the Bible—viz., (1) cram- 
MATICUS, (2) mysTicus, subdivided into (2) 
tropologicus, 8. moralis (1 Cor. ix. 8, seq:), (b) 
allegoricus (Gal. iv. 21, seq.), (c) anagogicus. 
This theory of catholic hermeneutics was ex- 
pressed in the following distich :— 


Litera gesta docet; quid credas, allegoria ; 
Moralis, quid agas; quid speres, anagogia. 


Tirinus, a Jesuit, thus writes:—Sub unis, 
iisdemque sacre scripture verbis, preter sensum 
literalem, primario a spiritu sancto intentum, 
latere subinde etiam alium, sensum mysticum 
Sive spiritualem, secundario a spiritu sancto in- 
tentum, patet ex John, ili. 14, ubi per exalta- 
tionem serpentis Mosaict, Christus suam cruci- 
fixionem ; ex Matt. xii. 20, ubi per occultationem 
Jonze in ventre ceti, suam sepulturam desig- 
nat,’’ &c. 

In opposition to this, Sam. Maresius, of the 
reformed church, writes—‘ Absit a nobis ut 
Deum faciamus Siyaw77oy, aut multiplices sen- 
sus affingamus ipsius verbo, in quo potius, tam- 
quam in speculo limpidissimo, sui autoris sim- 
plicitatem contemplari debemus, Ps. xii. 6; xix. 
8. Unicus ergo sensus scripture nempe gram- 
maticus, est admittendus, quibuscunque demum 
terminis, vel propriis vel tropicis et figuratis ex- 
primatur. Sed cum res illo sensu grammatico 
expresse, (sunt enim verba rerum imagines) 
sepe sint typice, hine fit, ut sensus ille unicus 
et simplex debeat extendi non solum ad typum, 
sed etiam ad prototypum, cui prefigurando typus 
ille a Deo destinatur; quo spectant pleraque ex- 
empla hic Tirino citata, et in quibus sensum 
hactenus mysticum agnoscimus, quatenus res 
ipse mysticam habuerunt significationem.” 

Such was the opinion of the reformers, and 
of most of the older evangelical theologians; 
but Museus, Calovius, Quenstedt, Hollaz, Car- 
povius, Mosheim, and others, contended for a 
mystical sense, besides the literal sense disco- 
vered and determined by the wsus loguendi and 
the context. By this mystical sense they meant, 
however, only a spiritual application of the lite- 
ral sense. On the contrary, Baier, Buddeus, 
Baumgarten, and others, maintained that this 
spiritual,’ hidden, second, remote, sense of the 
scriptures was the one intended by the Holy 
Spirit. In later times, Dr. Olshausen distin- 
guishes between the literal sense of the Bible 
and a deeper sense (inovora, Untersinn), which 
he calls spiritual. Vide Olshausen, Ein Wort 
liber tiefern Schriftsinn, Konigsberg, 1824, 8vo. 
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Hahn, Lehrbuch des christlichen Glaubens, 
Leipzig, 1828.] 

(b) Another means of rendering the Bible 
more useful to all classes of people—a means 
far better than the former, and more adapted to 
the present time, is that of making compends, 
containing the most important, instructive, and 
practical portions of the scriptures. The idea 
of making extracts from the Bible is not of re- 
cent origin. Soon after the Babylonian exile, 
the Jews made selections from the various his- 
torical works of their prophets. The books of 
Kings, Chronicles, &c., are compends, com- 
posed from largér historical works therein 
named. Compends of the same kind were early 
attempted among Christians. According to 
Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. 1V. 26, Melito of Sardis, 
in the third century, composed a Synopsis Vete- 
ris Testamenti, which, however, is now lost. 
And we learn from a catalogue of the writings 
of Augustine, given by Possidonius, an African 
bishop of the fifth century, and a disciple of 
Augustine, that he also made a selection of such 
portions of the Old Testament as were interest- 
ing and instructive to Christians, to which he 
gives the title of Speculum. 

These compends of the scriptures may be 
constructed on different plans, according to the 
various ends for which they are composed. 
But we are speaking here of that kind only 
which is intended for the instruction and edifi- 
cation of the common people and of the young. 
During the Jast twenty or thirty years many 
compends of this nature have been composed in 
the protestant church. Some theologians of 
that party which would banish from religion 
everything positive have made use of this method, 
in order to give a direction to the religious in- 
struction of the common people and of the young, 
conformably to their own maxims. They have 
selected such portions only of the Bible as ineul- 
cate the truths of natural religion, or exhibit the 
the general precepts of morality, and have either 
wholly omitted or very slightly noticed the posi- 
tive doctrines of the Christian faith. Many of 
them have gone so far as to insist that such com- 
pends should be used in the schools instead of 
the Bible, and have boldly declared that they 
might be made gradually to supersede wholly 
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the original scriptures; as in very many cases 
the extracts made from a work have led to an 
entire neglect of the original from which they 
were taken. 

If we consider these abuses, and the present 
very doubtful tendency of this method, we can- 
not deny that there are weighty objections to 
the regular use of compends of the Bible in po- 
pular religious instruction. Indeed, Eichhorn 
(Bibl. der bibl. Lit. Th. I. s. 828, f.) and 
many other neologists have declared themselves 
against this method. 

If, however, these compends are properly 
constructed and rightly used they may be very 
useful. In order to avoid the mistakes just men- 
tioned, and to answer the ends for which these 
selections should be designed, they should be 
composed in view of the following considera- 
tions : (1) The author of the compendium and the 
teachers who use it must carefully guard against 
the appearance of undervaluing the Bible itself, 
or of wishing to supersede it by their selections. 
(2) They must rather labour to prepare those 
whom they teach by means of these extracts to 
read the Bible itself with understanding and 
profit. In short, a compend of the Bible should 
be made a practical introduction to the Bible 
itself, and should be calculated to awaken the 
desire of reading the original from which it is 
taken. (4) The historical portions of the Bible 
should be carefully retained, and the attention 
of the reader should be directed to their practi- 
cal use. (5) The author should especially la- 
bour to render everything clear and intelligible, 
preserving, however, as far as may be, the lan- 
guage of the Bible itself, and indeed, for the 
most part, that. of the authorized version, to 
which the readers have been accustomed from 
their youth. Cf. Képpen, Die Bibel ein Werk 
der gottlichen Weisheit, Th. II. s. 737. Some 
of the best compends are those of Trinius, 
Bahrdt, Seiler, Hufnagel, Schneider, Treumann, 
Risler, and others mentioned in Noesselt’s Bu- 
cherkenntniss. One of the latest compends is 
that of Zerrenner, which, however, does not 
answer all the conditions above stated. The 
student will find a number of essays for and 
against compends of the Bible in some of the 
volumes of the Predigerjournal. 
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Tus Book comprises what may be called theology in the strict sense of the 
term. The several doctrines belonging to it will be considered in the following 
order :— 


PART I. 
OF THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


1. Of the existence and the notion ofGod . . . . . . . . . ~ Art. JID. 
2. Of the nature and attributes of Gad . . .. es MencMeceeeATt. Maa 
3. Of the doctrine of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost . . 2. ». . . Art. IV. 


PART II. 
OF THE WORKS OF GoD. 
1, Of the creation of the worle , 
(a) The creation of the world in general, and of the earth . . Art. V. 
(6) The creation, and original condition of man. . . . . . Art. VI. 
(c) The doctrine of angels... . 9. = me y+ 1c ee ee 
2. Of Divine Providence and the preservation of the world : . Art. VIII. 
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DOCTRINE OF GOD. 


p PART I.—NATJURE AND 


ARTICLE II. 


OF TIIE EXISTENCE AND THE NOTION OF GOD. 


SECTION XIV. 
OF THE NOTION OF GOD. 


I. Can God be defined? 


ne, «* O this question, which was 
i LH frequently asked by the 


schoolmen, some writers 
‘f} have returned a negative 
answer, for the reason that 
no definition can perfectly 
exhaust the idea in ques- 
tion. And if the definition of a thing 
must necessarily contain a complete de- 
scription of its whole nature and all 
its attributes, a definition of God is 
indeed impossible. But all which is 
necessary in a definition is, that it should give 
us so many of the characteristics of the .e thing d de- 
-distinguish it from all 
And in this sense God can cer- 


other things. 
tainly be defined. 


II. What is the best definition of God ? 


The difference between the various defini- 
tions which philosophers have given of God is, 
for the most part, merely verbal. Some of the 
metaphysical definitions are obscure and other- 
wise objectionable. This is the case with the 
definition given by Wolf: «God is a self-ex- 
istent the e.ground.of the f the reality 
of the | world is to _be found,’? or, ‘God is a 
being who » has the “ground of his existence in 
nimself.”” Others define God to.be.an, inde- 
pendent being, or an ‘independent spirit, or an 
infinite, necessary, éternal~being. By these 
definitions, which enumerate particular divine 
attributes, God is distinguished from all other 
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beings. Asa general thing, all the divine at- 
tributes may be derived by inference from any 
one; which may, therefore, be madé the ground 
of the definition of the Divine Being. This 
was done by the ancient philosophers, who de- 
fined God to be xavzwy aizroy, 70 dvras by, oiole 
Gi8v0s, GSavaros, avtapxys, x Ts Ae 

But the best definition of God—the one in 
which all the others are comprehended—is the 
following : God is the most perfect being, and is 
the cause of all other beings. (a) The first 
clause of this definition is comprehensive of all 
the particular attributes by wh hich God is dis- 
tinguished from other beings, such as eternity, 
necessity, independence, freedom, and perfec- 
tion of will, &c. This definition may be ex- 
pressed in more popular and scriptural lan- 
guage, by saying, God is the Supreme Being, 
the Most High (a cozos), exalted over all, to 
whom none can be compared. (b) The second 
clause of this definition is added, because the 
contemplation of all other beings, the aggregate 
of which is the world, facilitates the knowledge 
of this most perfect being by rendering it obvi- 
ous that no other beings possess all the perfec- 
tions which are united in him. In this view, 
God is regarded not only as he is in himself, 
but also in relation to other existing things. 
But Kant has pronounced this definition of God, 
and all the common definitions, defective, be- 
cause they make no express mention of moral 
perfection, which, in the description of a being 
like God, should be far more prominent than 
mere metaphysical perfection. He would there- 
fore connect with the idea of the most perfect 
being that of a free being, provided with a pure 
moral will. But the latter idea being implied 
in the former does not require to be expressly 
mentioned in a general definition. 

But the first clause of the definition above 
given, however intelligible it may be to the 
learned, who are accustomed to abstract ideas, 
is too transcendental and metaphysical for an- 
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educated people. And as the principal part of our 
knowledge of God is derived from the contem- 
plation of the natural world, and the conclusions 
to which we arrive from this contemplation; the 
second clause of this definition will be far more 
generally intelligible than the first. In popular 
instruction we should therefore define God to be 
the creator, preserver, and governor of all things ; 
for we always conceive of God principally in 
relation to ourselves and the world around us, 
and without the contemplation of the world we 
should not have come to the knowledge of God 
as the most perfect being; so that the first part 
of the definition is a consequence of the last. 

This is the light in which God is presented 
to us in the Bible, Gen. i. 1; Jer. x. 10—16; 
Amos, v. 8; Acts, xvii. 24, coll. Psalm clxvi. 
6; Isa. xlii. 5; xlv. 6,seq.; Matt. xi. 25. Vide 
Morus, p. 44. And this, too, is the view of God 
which is most calculated to inspire the minds 
of men with reverence for his character, which 
is the great object of all religious instruction. 
Vide Morus, pages 43, 44. 


SECTION XV. 


OF THE PROOFS OF THE DIVINE EXISTENCE. 


I, Statement of the Proofs of the Existence of God. 


Tue belief in the divine existence is always 
presupposed in the Bible, and the truth of this 
belief is not, 
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itis supported by many conyincing-arguments, 
Rom. i. 19. On this account Baier and some 
other theologians contended that the divine ex- 
istence should be presupposed in Christian theo- 
logy, and that the proofs of it should be wholly 
omitted; and it must be confessed that the full 
and scientific statement of these proofs belongs 
rather to metaphysics and natural theology than 
here. The proofs of the divine existence may 
be divided into two principal classes. 

1. Proofs & priort. ‘The most celebrated of 
these is that derived from THE 1pEA of the most 
perfect being, and called the ontological or Carte- 
sian proof. It was first used by Anselmus, and 
often repeated by the schoolmen who succeeded 
him, and only renewed by Des Cartes. It was 
afterwards improved by Leibnitz, Wolf, and 
Baumgarten. It may be briefly stated thus: 
The most perfect being is possible, and therefore 
actually exists ; for existence is a reality or perfec- 
tion, and necessary existence is the highest perfec- 
tion. Consequently necessary existence must be 
predicated of the most perfect being. The vali- 
dity of this argument was disputed by the monk 
Gaunilo, a contemporary of Anselmus, and by 
many others in succeeding ages. In modern 
times it has at last been proved by Kant to be 
entirely futile. The mere supposableness or 
logical possibility of a perfect being is no proof 


‘therefore, formally proved, although 
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of the objective or real possibility of such @ 
being; and existence cannot be inferred from a 
mere idea. This proof @ priori entirely sur- 
passes the comprehension of common minds, 

2. Proofs a posteriori, or from experience. 

(a) From the contingency of the world. We 
perceive a constant motion and change in the 
objects around us, from which we conclude that 
they are contingent. These contingent things 
must have some ground for their existence and 
change extrinsic to themselves. And _ this 
ground must be a necessary being, one who has 
the ground of his existence in himself; and this 
being is God. Otherwise we must make the 
absurd supposition that effects exist without 
their causes, or that there is an infinite series pf 
contingent causes (progressum causarum in infi- 
nitum), which is equally absurd. This proof, 
when stated in connexion with others, and espe- 
cially with the moral proof, is well calculated 
to produce conviction. The Bible frequently 
contrasts the eternity and immutability of God 
with the perishable nature of the material world, 
Psalm xe. ; cii. 26—28; Heb. i. 10, seq. And 
this proof, when exhibited in this way, is highly 
adapted to produce impression even on the com- 
mon mind. [Itiscommonly called the cosmelo- 
gical proof. | 

Note. This argument, in its scientifie forr 
and development, has been ascribed by many, 
from their ignorance of ancient philosophy, tc 
Thomas Aquinas. It was used, however, by 
Carneades in opposition to the stoics, who 
ascribed divinity to the world; according to the 
testimony of Cicero, De Natura Deor. III. 12. 
It was also used by many of the ecclesiastical 
fathers. Vide Petavius, Dogm. Theol. 1. i. 
c. 2. 

(6) The proofs from final causes. These may 
be stated in a very popular and intelligible man- 
ner, and are therefore best adapted to the instruc- 
tion of the common people and of the young. 
They are called by the schoolmen argumenta 
physica. In these, however, the proof from the 
contingency of the world is presupposed. The 
argument stands thus: If the things of the 
world stand connected as means and ends, and 
follow one after another in this relation, they 
must be ordered by an intelligence, a being of 
reason and supreme wisdom. Now the things 
of the world are found actually to exist in this 
relation and order, so that we are compelled to 
believe that the world has sprung from an intel- 
ligent author. 

The full evidence of this conclusion depends 
upon the following particulars. (1) The world 
exhibits the most astonishing marks of order, 
perfection, and design. Although we are unable 
to survey the boundless extent of the universe. 
we find abundant proof of this in the animate 
and inanimate creation which surrounds us. 
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(2) The order and design exhibited in the world 
are not the effect of blind chance. This cannot 
ke supposed without contradicting the most fun- 
damental principles of the human mind. (3) 
This order, so observable in the material crea- 
tion, is contingent. We may be very easily 
satisfied that it does not result from anything 
existing in the world itself. From all this we 
conclude that the order exhibited in the material 
world must have a ground beyond the world 
itself; and that the author of the visible creation 
must be an intelligent being, who proposes to 
himself certain ends to be attained in the produc- 
tion and wise arrangement of contingent things. 

The science by which we attain the know- 
ledge of the existence and attributes of the Di- 
vine Being from the wisdom displayed in the 
constitution of the natural world, is called phy- 
stco-theology ; and that which develops the ends 
or final causes of this constitution, teleology. 
[Hence this proof of the divine existence is com- 
monly called the physico-theological or teleolo- 
gical. 

This argument, so well adapted to common 
apprehension, was employed more frequently 
than any other by the ancient writers. Cf. 
Xenophon, Memorabilia, I. 4. IV. 3. Plato, 
De Legg. X. 68. XII. 229. Galen, De usu 
partiuin. Philebus, 244. Cicero, De Nat. Deor. 
II. 2, 38, seq. Quest. Tusc. I. 28, 29. It was 
likewise often employed by the Christian fa- 
thers. Vide Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 28. 
Gregory of Nyssa, De opificio hominis. Lac- 
tantius, De opificio hominis. Theophilus, Ad 
Autélychum, I. 23. Cf. Athanasius, John of 
Damascus, and others. The best modern 
writers on the general subject of physico-theo- 
logy are, Fenelon, Van Nieuwentyt, Derham, 
Wolf, Scheuchzer, Bonnet, and Sander. Par- 
ticular branches of physico-theology have also 
been frequently laboured in modern times. 
Cf. Frabicius, Hydrotheologie. Lesser, Litho- 
theclogie. Derham, Astrotheologie. Bode, An- 
leitung zur Kenntniss des gesternten Himmels. 
Reimarus, Ueber die Triebe der Thiere. Lesser, 
Insektotheologie, &c. This general argument 
is often exhibited in the holy scriptures. Vide 
Ps. viii. xix. civ.; Is. xl. 21—26; Job, xxxvii. 
xli-3 Matt. vi. 25, seq.; Acts, xiv. 15, seq. xvii. 
9498; Rom. 1. 19. 

(ce) The moral argument, lately elucidated by 
Kant. Vide No. Il. 

(d) The historieal proof, drawn from the 
agreement of all, even the most uncultivated 
nations, in the belief of the divine existence. 
Against this proof it has been objected, (1) that 
the fact of this agreement could not be satisfac- 
torily proved from history; vide Introduction, 
s. 4; (2) that this agreement, even if it could 
be satisfactorily established, would not prove 
vhis belief to be true; since many acknowledged 
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errors and superstitions have been universally 
believed. But notwithstanding these objec- 
tions, this almost universal agreement of men 
with regard to the divine existence must be ac- 
knowledged to furnish an argument of some 
weight. It shews that the comnion sense of 
mankind, on a little reflection, leads to the idea 
of God, and that the conclusion froin these efs 
fects to such a cause is very obvious and natu- 
ral to the human mind. Acts, xvii. 27. It 
should be here remarked, however, that the be- 
lief of the divine existence precedes the know- 
ledge of any theoretic proof of it. Vide Intro- 
duction, s. 4, and infra No. II. 

[This argument was used by the ancient phi- 
losophers. Ilavres dvSpartoe wept Seay Yyovow 
broanyu, Aristotle, De Celo, I. 3. “Anavees 
awSparor oyedov “Enaargvés ve xat BapBapor, vome- 
Covow elvae vo Sevov, Sextus Empiricus, Ady. 
Mathem. I. 8. The same writer mentions as 
one of four proofs of the divine existence, 7 
Mapa nacw dwSpdros ovuparia, Adv. Mathem. 
IX. 60. "Ev BapBapors obdets gore Tov Sedv dyvoar, 
Maximus Tyrius, Dissert. 38. Cf. Cicero, De 
Nat. Deor. I. 17, 23. Seneca, Epist. 117. 

(e) The proof of the divine existence from 
miracles. ‘The miracles recorded in the Old and 
New Testaments must have afforded to those 
who saw them irresistible proof of the existence 
and perfections of God. They were accordingly 
employed by Moses, and the other ancient pro- 
phets, to convince the Jews and Egpytians not 
only that God existed, but that Jehovah was 
the only true and the almighty sovereign of the 
universe. And these miracles are calculated to 
produce the same conviction in us, although we 
have not seen them with our own eyes, if we 
believe the truth of the Bible in which they are 
recorded. Vide Storr and Flatt, Elements of 
Biblical Theology, vol. i. p. 309, of the trans 
lation. - 


II. Observations on the Use of the Proof of the 
Divine Existence. 


1. The proofs of the divine existence have 
been the subject of much controversy among 
the philosophers of modern times. Kant has 
endeavoured: to shew, in his Kritik der reinen 
Vernunft, der Urtheilskraft, and other works, 
that all the theoretic proofs of the divine exist- 
ence are imperfect, and that we do not hold the 
notion of God to be true on the ground of spe- 
culative reason, but because it perfectly agrees 
with the principles of our moral nature. And 
he would therefore have our belief in the exist- 
ence of God to depend solely upon the moral 
proof, which may be briefly stated as follows :— » 
There is a moral order of things in the world,— 
all things are connected together as means for 
the attainment of moral ends. ‘To this moral 
order we ourselves belong, as we learn from th 
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moral feeling which we all possess, and which 
is exerted in the conscience. Now we are led 
by our. practical reason to conclude, that there 
exists some cause, by which alone this order 
could be established—i. e., that there is a God. 
Vide Jacobi, Priifung ae Mendelssohn’schen 
Morgenstunden, oder aller speculativen Be- 
weise fiir das Daseyn Gottes, Leipzig, 1786, 
8vo. Cf. Jacobi, Ueber den moralischen Be- 
weis vom Daseyn Gottes, Libau, 1791, 8vo. 

[This argument will be placed in a clearer 
light by the following passage from Kant him- 
self. «The highest good of man consists of 
two parts, the greatest possible morality and 
/ happiness. The former is the demand of his 
spiritual, the latter of his animal nature. The 
former only, his morality, is within his own 
power; and while, by persevering virtue, he 
makes this his personal character, he is often 
compelled to sacrifice his happiness. But since 
the desire of happiness is neither irrational nor 
unnatural, he justly concludes, either that there 
is a supreme being who will so guide the course 
of things (the natural world not of itself subject 
to moral laws) as to render his holiness and 
happiness equal, or that the dictates of his con- 
science are unjust and irrational. But the lat- 
ter supposition is morally impossible ; and he is 
compelled, therefore, to receive the former as 
true.’ Kritik der reinen Vernunft, s. 620, f.] 

2. An impartial examination of this contro- 
versy leads us to the following general 1- 
sult :— 

(a) "Khe metaphysical proofs of the divine 
existence are imperfect, as well as all proofs of 
this nature, to whatever subject they may relate. 
But they are not requisite for the establishment 
of our faith. If we s should begin with the prin- 
ciple of believing only what we ‘could prove on 
speculative grounds, “we should end nit Tous, 
ing many of t “the most Sstablighed “traths, and om 
own existente anions the test. "The demonstra- 
tion which Spinoza ‘has’ given 1 of pantheism is 
inconclusive, becatse it is founded on merely 
speculative grounds, as Kant has shewn beyond 
all dispute, ‘The person who hopes to attain to 
certainty in the way of metaphysical speculation, 
will be disappointed, and will fall into the depths 
of cheerless scepticism. 

“(b) It is an established fact, that all who be- 
lieve in the divine existence, are convinced of it 
before they come to.the knowledge of any theo- 
retic argument by. which. it might be. proved. 
Meni in “general admit the idea of God to.be true, 
because it, perfectly agrees with the principles 

of their moral nature, and is demanded by these 
principles; and not because it is proved by spe- 
culative reason. Vide Introduction, s. 4, 

(c) This moral proof is therefore very true 
and just; and we shall do well if we search for 
the grounds of it in our own minds, in order to 


establish our own personal conviction. This 
proof should likewise be used, divested howevet 
of technical language, in popular instruction; 
for so it is actually employed in the holy scrip- 
tures. 

(2) As soon, however, as the speculative reae 
son is awakened, and in some measure culti- 
vated, the mind, agreeably to its nature and its 
usual course, searches for the theoretic proofs 
of the same truths with which it had become 
previously acquainted from practical reason. 


‘But the man deceives himself who supposes that 
these theoretic proofs alone would have ever led 


hinrto-eonviction. They < are not, however, by 
any means _ to be rejected ; since they result di- 
rectly from. the very constitution of f the specula- 
tive reason, and serve to. confirm_our belief in 
truths which were.before made known _to_us in 
another way. If with these views we find im- 
perfection and inconclusiveness in these theoretic 
proofs, we shall not-be wavered in our faith, 
knowing that it depends upon other grounds 
than these. In connexion, therefore, with the 
moral proof, the physico-theological and teleojo- 
gical should also be used. What God, the au- 
thor of our nature, has joined together in the 
very constitution which he has given us, let not 
the philosopher or religious teacher put asunder. 
3. The use to be made of these remarks in 
popular instruction. If the human mind comes 
to the knowledge of God in the manner just 
described, we must conform ourselves in our in- 
structions to this natural progress, if we would 
compass our object. In so doing, we shall fole 
low the example of the sacred writers, who al- 
ways proceed in this way. We must accord- 


ingly inculcate upon our hearers the truth, that 


the conscience of man is the ground of all our 
knowledge of God, and the source o e 
religion. Everyman has a law ‘Taw within his own 
bosor vy which he judges his fe feelings, actions, 
and. his whole moral. character. This law com- 
mands his obedience. so o imperatively, Ty; that he is 1s 
compelled to Tegard it as the standard, to which 
alone his conduct must be brought and ind hero 
it “must be tried independently” of human.opi 

nions. And he acquits or condemns binsele 
according to this law, as if he stood before a ju- 
dicial tribunal, Rom. ii. 12—16; Acts, xvii. 
27—31; Rom. i. 19, 20, 32; Cf. Introduction, 
s. 4. Now when a person acknowledges this 
law, he at the same time acknowledges, that 
there is an invisible lawgiver and judge, who 
annexes rewards to what is morally good, and 
punishment to what is morally evil, to whom 
therefore homage and obedience is due from us 
his subjects. Vide loc. sup. cit. In this way 
does man come to the knowledge of a moral 
order of things, to which he himself is conscious 
of belonging in the nobler portion of his nature, 
and from which he cannot but infer the exist 
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ence of a cause Upon which this order de- 
pends—i. e., of a free and moral being. In 
short, the conscience of man distinctly utters the 
voice of an invisible and supreme judge of our 
thoughts and actions. 

But we do not stop at this point. Though 
this judge of our hearts is invisible, he is yet the 
object of our knowledge. His existence is made 
known to us by his works, which we see with 
our eyes, and perceive by all our bodily senses, 
(roovpeva, xaSopazac, Rom. i. 20;) for as long as 
the world exists (ad xrissws xdouov) we may 
find proof of the divine existence, and revelation 
of the divine attributes, in the works of his hand. 
Here, then, according to the example of the sa- 
ered writers, we may introduce the proofs from 
the contingency of the world, and the marks of 
design which it exhibits, in all their force. 

If we impart religious instruction in this man- 
ner, we shall proceed both psychologically and 
scripturally ; for conscience within, and nature 
without us, furnish a twofold source of the know- 
ledge of God. Butif we follow the example of 
the Bible, we shall connect with these truths, 
derived immediately from the human conscience, 
the more peculiar doctrines of the Christian 
system; such, for example, as the doctrine that 
Christ will, at a future day, sit in judgment upon 
all the actions of our lives, Rom. ii. 16. It fol- 
lows from the views here expressed, that we 
shou.d begin to instruct children in the know- 
ledge of God at a very early period; as soon, 
indeed, as they shew the movings of moral feel- 
ing, or begin to reflect upon the things which 
surround them, or to reason from effect to cause. 

Vide Jacobi, Leichter und tiberzeugender Be- 
weis von Gott, und von der Wahrheit der christ- 
lichen Religion; also, Versuch eines Beweises 
eines in der menschlichen Seele von Natur 
liegenden Eindrucks von Gott, und einem Leben 
nach dem Tode. 


Ill. Of Athevsm. 


The error of those who deny the existence of 
God is called athetsm. Atheists are such either 
theoretically or practically. Practical atheists 
are those who derive the motives of their con- 
duct from the denial of the divine existence. In 
the common sense, however, they are those who, 
while they profess religion, live in reality like 
atheists. Itis of such that the Bible speaks, 
Psa. xiv. 1; Ephes. ii. 12. But we shall here 
treat only of theoretic atheism. Some have de- 
nied that theoretic atheism is possible. This 
opinion, so contradictory to all experience and 
nistory, is generally entertained by those who 
believe in innate ideas, or who would prove the 
existence of God from the common consent of 
all mankind; but notwithstanding this opinion, 
there have always been those who have denied 
the being of God. Some, like Sextus the Em- 
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piric, and Hume, are sceptical atheists. and con- 
sider the evidence against the divine existence 
as equivalent to that in its favour, and therefore 
leave the question undecided. Others are de- 
cided, dogmatical atheists, and think the argu- 
ments against the divine existence prepon- 
derate. 

But we must here notice a species of atheism 
which is more refined, and which has been bet- 
ter received, than any other. God, as we con- 
ceive of him, is the most perfect being distinet 
from the world which is dependent on him. 
Whoever, therefore, believes that the world 
itself, or any part or power of it, is God, is an 
atheist. But there have always been some phi- 
losophers who have held that the world itself, 
or that the air or fire, or some other portion, or 
that the power of motion, (which was the opi- 
nion of many of the Stoics and Epicureans), 
was God himself. But this atheism was for 
the first time thoroughly systematized by Bene- 
dict Spinoza, in his Ethics, published among 
his posthumous works in 1677. According to 
him, there is but one substance, which, however, 
is variously modified. It has two ‘principal at- 
tributes, infinite extension (matter) and infinite 
thought (intelligence.) Spinoza speaks indeed 
of God; his God, however, is not personally 
distinguished from the world, but is the wni- 
verse itself, 7d nav. Hence the name of a. 
theism, which is given to his system. He 10 
commonly supposed to have derived his views 
from Xenophanes of Colophon, and from Parme- 
nides and Zeno of Elea. He did not, however, 
agree so well with the principles of that school 
as with the ideas of the system of emanation, 
which he enlarged, refined, and adapted to his 
own theory. The weakness and inconclusive- 
ness of the reasoning of Spinoza has been ex 
posed with great sagacity by Kant. The 
whole subject is fully considered in the writings 
of Jacobi, Heydenreich, and Herder, respecting 
Spinoza. 

Very similar to the system of Spinoza is that 
of many theosophists. Pantheism has likewise 
been received into favour, in modern times, by 
many philosophers in Italy and France; and in 
Germany, the visible tendency of many of the 
adherents of the critical philosophy is to derive 
atheism from the ideas of Kant, and thus esta- 
blish it on a new foundation. This appears to 
be the case particularly with Fichte, Nietham- 
mer, Forberg, and Schelling. Vide Fichte’s 
and Niethammer’s Philosophisches Journal, St. 
I. Fichte is very unwilling to be thought an 
atheist; and, to be sure, he speaks of God; but 
he cannot speak of him in the sense in which 
others do, for he denies the existence of a being 
who is self-existent and independent of our con- 
ceptions; and such a being is intended by every 
one who speaks of God. The term God, accord- 
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ing to Fichte, means nothing more than the 
moral order of things; and this order, according 
to his system, exists only in relation to us, and 
as belonging to ourselves, and not at all inde- 
pendent of our conceptions. Vide the Essay, 
Ueber Fichte’s Lehre von Gott, und der gott- 
lichen Weltregierung, in Flatt’s Magazin fir 
‘christliche Dogmatik und Moral, St. 5,s. 1—83, 
and 174—239; and Briefe tiber Kant’s, For- 
bera’s und Fichte’s Religionslehre, St. 6, s. 
184—210. Cf. the Essays of Dr. Vogel, in the 
Neue Theol. Journal, 1799 and 1800. Also two 
treatises in Siiskind’s Magazin, St. 11, 12, No. 
3, Ueber die Griinde des Glaubens an eine 
Gottheit als ausserweltliche und fiir sich beste- 
hende Intelligenz; and No. 9, Ueber das Fun- 
dament des Glaubens an die Gottheit. For 
remarks respecting Schelling’s doctrine of reli- 
gion, vide Dr Vogel’s Essay in Gabler’s Jour- 
nal fiir auserlesene theol. Litteratur, Bd. V. St. 
1, s. 1, ff., and Stiskind’s Magazin, St. 17. 

[Vole.—The name atheism would seem to be 
improperly given to the error of those who in 
any way allow the idea of God, however much 
their conceptions of him may vary from the 
truth. These different conceptions may be de- 
signated by names more appropriate and less in- 
jurious than that of atheism. Thus the doctrine 
of Fichte, who allows the subjective validity of 
the idea of God, though he denies its objective 
reality, is properly called cdealism ; the doctrine 
of Spinoza, who removes the individual exist- 
ence of nature, and transfers it to God, while 
he retains unaltered the idea of God as a self- 
conscious individual, would be properly called 
ideal pantheitsm; and that of Schelling, who 
transfers the individual being of God into na- 
ture, natural pantheism. ‘These remarks are 
confirmed by the following quotation from 
Henke :— 

«¢ Summa injuria omnes illi Atheorum numero 
accensentur, qui summum numen ab hoc uni- 
verso secretum ac disperatum cogitare nesciunt, 
maluntque Deum rerum omnium causam imma- 
nenten, quam transeuntem, dici, nec tamen id 
quod perpetuo esf, commiscent cum illo quod 
perpetuo fit: quorum error, profecto magis fana- 
ticus quam impius, Pantheismus et Spinosismus 
vocatur.”” Lineam. Inst. fidei Christ., p. 54. 

Among the ancient Greek philosophers to 
whom the name of atheist would truly apply, 
we may mention, Leucippus, Diagoras of Melos, 
Protagoras of Abdera, Critias of Athens, Prodi- 
cus, and Theodorus of Cyrene; among the 
Romans, Lucretius; among modern writers, De 
la Mettrie, Von Holbach, or La Grange, (the 
author of the System of Nature), Helvetius, 
Diderot, and D’Alembert, (the authors of the 
French Encyclopedia,) and Joseph Priestly. 
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have been rather promoters of atheistical princi 
ples than themselves decided atheists. } 


SECTION XVI. 
OF THE UNITY OF GOD. 


I. Proof of the Divine Unity. 


1. Tue unity of God is proved from the 
idea of absolute perfection, which cannot be 
conceived as divided, or as residing in different 
subjects. This proof was sometimes employed 
by the ecclesiastical fathers—e. g., Tertullian 
Contra Marcionem, I. 3. 

2. From the unity of the world. All the ob- 
jects existing extrinsically to God himself com- 
pose one great whole. And since the most 
perfect being affords sufficient ground for the 
existence of the world, the supposition of an- 
other being is unnecessary. This metaphysical 
proof was used by Ambrosius, De fide, I. 1. 

3. From the creation and preservation of the 
world. ‘This proof may be stated in the most 
popular manner. If many deities participated 
in the creation and preservation of the world, 
we must suppose, (a) either that they divided 
the powers among themselves, one possessing 
one power, and another a different power,—to 
which it might be said that the supposition of a 
God with only one power is a contradicticn,— 
or (6) that one among them possessed nore 
power than the rest; in which case he alone is 
worthy of the name of God, and the others are 
unnecessary, or at most are only subservient to 
the supreme God; or (c) that they all possessed 
equal powers and perfections; in which case, 
either one among them created the world, and 
is, therefore, alone entitled to the name of God; 
or they all united their powers in the work of 
creation, which implies that their single powers 
were insufficient, and that their united powers 
alone constitute God, and thus leads us back to 
unity, (udvas.) On the supposition that many 
different gods participate in the goverment of the 
world we could hardly avoid the conclusion that 
they would disagree in their views and plans, 
and thus introduce disorder and confusion into 
the world. This argument was formerly em- 
ployed by Abelard. 

For a more full discussion of the proofs of the 
unity of God the student may consult the fol- 
lowing works: Téllner, Versuch eines neuen 
strengen Beweises von der Einheit Gottes, in 
his Vermischten Aufsitzen, Samml. I. Num 3. 
1766. Just. Christ. Henning, Die Einigkeit 
Gottes, nach verschiedenen Gesichtspunkten 
geprift; Altenburg, 1779, 8vo. Platner, Phi- 
losophische Aphorismen, th. i. 

The doctrine of the unity of God is taught in 


Mandeville, Edelmann, and Voltaire, appear to | the most clear and explicit manner in the Ol« 
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and New Testaments. Jehovah is God, Jeho- 
vah is onze” (-nx)—i. e., one God, Deut. vi. 4; 
iv. 35, 39; xxxli. 39. «Tam God, and there is 
none else,” Isaiah, xlv. 5, 21, 22; Ps. Ixxxvi. 
10. The doctrine ef the unity of God was at 
the foundation of the whole Mosaic religion 
and institute, and also of the Christian religion. 
*« And this is eternal life, that they might know 
thee,”’ cov povoy danSwoy @edv, John, xvii. 3. 
“Hyty ets @z0s 6 arn, * we believe in one God,” 
1 Cor. viii. 4—65; James, ii. 19, seq. 


Il. Historical Illustrations of the Doctrine of 
the Divine Unity. 


1. The error of those who maintain that the 
universe was created, and is sustained and go- 
verned by more than one God, is called poly- 
theism. And those who had fallen into this 
error being the great body of the nations of the 
ancient world, were called by the Jews, ova (va 
isvy, gentes); rendered by Luther, Hezden (lit. 
Volker) and by our translators, heathen, (lit. 
gentiles, pagans.) Hence polytheism is called 
by Luther Hetdenthum, and by our translators, 
heathenism. 

2. The notion of the unity of God is com- 
monly supposed to be very obvious to the mind 
of every one. But if it is as clear and compre- 
hensible to the human understanding as the 
idea of the divine existence, for example, how 
comes it to pass that so many nations, even 
those who must be allowed to have possessed 
the highest mental cultivation, should have been 
from the first so decidedly inclined, and so ob- 
stinately attached, to polytheism? The Israel- 
ites themselves, who in the times of the patri- 
archs had been taught the truth on this subject 
by immediate revelation, relapsed afterwards 
into the errors of the surrounding nations. The 
idea of the unity of God cannot, therefore, as 
Grotius justly observed (De jure belli et pacis), 
be so obvious to the mind as is commonly sup- 
posed.. In fact, it presupposes an acquaintance 
with many subjects far too abstract and trans- 
cendental for the uncultivated mind. But if 
this necessary knowledge is previously acquired, 
this idea results very naturally, and when it is 
once obtained it is not easily surrendered. This 
point has been ably illustrated by Meiners, His- 
toria doctrine de deo vero; Lemgo, 8vo. 

Note.—The remarks just made strikingly 
confirm the observation, that it is very easy to 
establish by proofs drawn from reason any truth 
which is once made known, but often very dif- 
ficult to discover in the first instance even the 
most simple truth. When we consider that the 
writers of the Old Testament taught the doc- 
trine of the unity of God at a time when all the 
nations of the world were sunken in polytheism, 
we must regard them with great veneration. 
Could they, in the situatien in which they were 


placed, have obtained this truth by their own 
reflection? The neglected writers of the Old 
Testament speak on this subject with more 
truth and clearness than the enlightened philo- 
sophers of Greece and Rome. And to whom 
are we indebted for our just apprehensions on 
this subject? Our conduct with respect to the 
Bible, to which we owe so much, resembles 
that of ungrateful children and scholars with 
respect to their parents and instructors. 

3. But the idea of the unity of God which 
the great multitude of the Jews entertained be- 
fore the Babylonian exile was very imperfect, 
which accounts for their inclination to idolatry. 
They regarded Jehovah as merely the first and 
greatest among the gods, as their Gad, and the 
God of their fathers and their country. They 
admitted the real existence of the deities of the 
heathen, and only claimed for their God a pre- 
cedence over the rest. Such, doubtless, were 
the conceptions of the great multitude of the 
Jews, although Abraham, Moses, the prophets, 
and the more enlightened part of the nation, 
were in possession of better views. Vide No. 
I. ad finem. If it were not so, how could they 
have revolted so frequently from the worship 
of the true God to idolatry, in order to make 
trial as it were of another god who might please 
them better? Jacob himself appears to have 
entertained opinions like this at first, (Genesis, 
xxviii. 16;) and his family were therefore, for 
a long time, in the practice of idolatry. He at 
least permitted it in his wives. And Moses 
was compelled to ask God for the name by 
which he would be known to the Israelites, so 
imperfect were their conceptions with respect 
to his unity, Exodus, iii. 13. Solomon, too, 
permitted his concubines to practise idolatry 
even in the holy land, not, however, so much 
from the want of sufficient theoretical know- 
ledge on this subject as from a false toleration, 
resulting from weakness and a misptaced plia- 
bility. 

But it was not till after the Babylonian exile 
that the Jews became the zealous professors 
and stanch advocates of this doctrine. Then, 
however, and especially after they came under 
the yoke of the Persians, who were at that time 
the avowed haters of polytheism, the unity of 
God became the prevailing belief of the Jewish 
nation. But the establishment and diffusion of 
Christianity has done more than anything else 
to propagate this doctrine, which is now re- 
ceived by a great majority of mankind. To 
this result the spread of the Mahommedan re- 
ligion has contributed not a little; for Moham- 
med was one of the most zealous advocates of 
the unity of God. He, however, was indebted 
for his purest views on religion to Judaism and 
Christianity. 

4. The question has been asked whether 
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here were any among the heathen nations who 
entertained just conceptions respecting the unity 
of Godt—to which various and contradictory 
answers have been given. The following ob- 
servations may be of use in deciding the contro- 
versy : ; 

(a) Pythagoras, Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, 
and other sages of the heathen world, either ex- 
pressly asserted the doctrine of the unity of 
God, or (which is the case with most of them) 
regarded itas highly probable. Vide Hennings, 
Die Einigkeit Gottes nach verscheidenen 
Gesichtspunkten gepriift, Altenburg, 1779, 8vo. 
Some of them, however,—the philosophers of 
Elea for example,—formed different conceptions 
of the unity of God from those which we derive 
from the Bible, and were rather inclined to pan- 
theism than to monotheism. 

(6) There have always been various systems 
of polytheism among the heathen nations; and 
in judging of them, two extremes should be 
avoided. ‘They should not be so much depre- 
ciated as they sometimes are by modern writers, 
nor should they, on the other hand, be so much 
extolled as they were by many of the church 
fathers, (Justin the Martyr, Athenagoras, Cle- 
mens of Alexandria, and others,) who supposed 
that by giving such favourable representations 
of the established religions of the heathen, they 
might induce them the more easily to embrace 
Christianity. Cudworth, in modern times, has 
fallen into the same extreme. 

It is doubtless true that many heathen nations 
acknowledged a supreme God. But besides 
him, they believed in many subordinate deities, 
to whom the government of the world was com- 
mitted. Such we find was the belief of most 
of the oriental nations. They supposed that the 
supreme God lived in rest and inaction, uncon- 
cerned with the affairs of the world, and in all 
respects like an eastern despot, and who, as for 
any influence beyond himself, might as well 
cease to exist. This being they conceived to 
be one, and yet matertal. And in general, the 
pure idea of spirit is far too transcendental for 
the infancy of the world, and we see from the 
description of God in all the ancient languages, 
the Hebrew not excepted, that he was supposed 
to exist as a subtile, corporeal essence. 

The manner in which these unjust concep- 
tions originated may be best explained as fol- 
lows:—When man is ina savage state and ig- 
norant of the powers of nature, he ascribes every 
effect, the cause of which is unknown to him, 
to some invisible being like himself, whom he 
imagines to be more or less powerful, good or 
bad, according to the nature of the effect which 
which he witnesses. In every body there is a 
superior being, from which its motion and ex- 
istence depend. This led naturally to the wor- 
ship of this being; and hence phi'osophy, when 
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it afterwards arpse, abstracted the system ox 
emanation; which, accordingly, is one of the 
oldest philosophical systems. Vide Meiners’ 
Essay concerning the origin and differences of 
false religions, in Comment. Soc. scient. Got- 
ting. vol. vii. page 58, seq. 1784—85. Cf. 
Kleuker’s Zend-Avesta. 

[Wote.-—The following quotations from Lac« 
tantius shew the manner in which this subject 
was treated by the Christian fathers in their con- 
troversies with the early enemies of Christianity. 
In defending the monotheism of Christians 
against the polytheism of the heathen world, he 
says, ‘Sed omittamus sane testimonia prophe- 
tarum—et eos ipsos ad probationem veri testes 
citemus, quibus contra nos uti solent, poetas dico 
et philosophos.  Poete igitur, quamvis Deos 
carminibus ornaverint, et eorum res gestas amn- 
plificaverint summis laudibus, sepissime tamen 
confitentur, spzritu vel mente UNA contineri regique 
omnia.’ He then passes to the philosophers, 
‘* quorum gravior est auctoritas certiusque judi- 
cium,’’ and after enumerating several who had 
given intimations of the doctrine of the unity of 
God, adds, *«* Nunc satis est demonstrare, sum- 
mo ingenio viros atiigisse veritatem et prepe te- 
nuisse,” Institutt. 1. i.c. 5. Ina similar man- 
ner, M. Minuc. Felix concludes his defence of 
Christian monotheism by the somewhat extra- 
vagant result, « aut nune Christianos philosopkos 
esse, aut philosophos fuisse jam tune Christianes,”’ 
Cap. XX.] 

5. Some sects even of the Christian church 
have been accused of receiving a number of 
gods, and especially of believing in a gond and 
an evil being, or the doctrine of dualism, which 
was held in the second and third centuries by 
many Persian and. other oriental phiosophers. 
Such was the doctrine of Carpocrates, Marcion, 
and many other Gnostics, and especially of 
Manes and his followers in the third and fourth 
centuries. These sects, however, according to 
the testimony of Beausobre, did not suppose that 
these beings were themselves the supreme God, 
but. that they were dependent upon him, and 
that the evil principle could not in any sense be 
properly denominated God: In fine, Christians 
in general have been charged by Jews and Ma- 
hommedans with believing ina tritheism. And 
it must be confessed that too much ground for 
this charge has been afforded by the incautious 
expressions with regard to the doctrine of the 
Trinity which were common, especially among 
the ancient teachers of Christianity. And even 
at the present day there are many common and 
unenlightened Christians who fall into the same 
error. ‘They make profession with their mouth 
of their faith in one God, while at the same 


time they conceive of him in their minds as 
three. 


Morus, s. 5, p. 44. 
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SECTION XVII. 
OF THE SCRIPTURAL NAMES OF GOD. 


Tuere is no way so good for ascertaining the 
manner in which anything is regarded as by 
considering the names by which it is called. 
We may, accordingly, find in what light God 
was regarded by the Hebrews by examining 
the names by which they called him. In this 
view, the subject of the present section is very 
important. It shews how proper, worthy, and 
elevated, were the ideas which the Jews enter- 
tained of God. 


I, General names applied to Deity, without distine- 
tion of true or false. 


1, mx, augustus, the one to be revered, syno- 
nymous with vp. It is derived from the 


Arabic al, colere, venerar?, which is still ex- 
tant. Hence it comes to pass that it is fre- 
quently applied to kings, magistrates, judges, 
and others to whom reverence is shewn, and 
’ who are regarded as representatives of the Deity 
upon earth. Vide Psalm lxxxii. 6; Exodus, 
vil. 1. It is almost always rendered in the 
Sept. version, even when it occurs in the plural, 
by the words @e0s, @co:, which are also applied 
by the Grecian Jews to other subjects besides 
the supreme God. Vide John, x. 34—36. The 
plaral of this word, ov7>x, although it denotes 
but one subject, is appropriately used to desig- 
nate Jehovah by way of eminence. In this fact, 
many theologians have thought they perceived 
an allusion to the doctrine of the Trinity, though 
they have no suficient ground for supposing that 
this doctrine was known at so early a period. 
And without resorting to this supposition, the 
application of this plural name to a singular 
subject may be explained from an idiom of the 
ancient oriental and some other languages, by 
which anything great or eminent was expressed 
in the plural number, (pluralis dignitatis, or ma- 
jestaticus.) Vide Glass, Philol. Sacra, p. 58, 
seq.ed Dathe. Accordingly mx, augustus, may 
be considered as the positive degree, of which 
orbs, augustissimus, is the superlative. Cf. 
Genesis, xxix. 3; Exodus, xxi. 4, 9. 

2. bx, @cos, sometimes literally rendered in 
the Septuagint and in the version of Aquila, 
& coxupos, the Almighty. 

3. ys, Seororys, xvpvog, dominus. This is a 
name of dignity, applied to rulers, leaders, and 
persons of distinction, and, like the word, ‘ya, 
sometimes given even to heathen deities. Psalm 
e€XXxvi. 3; ‘Numbers, Xxxii. 25, 27, coll. 1 Cor. 
viii. 5. The form sx, nowever, is the appro- 
priate designation of the supreme God. Itis an 
ancient foria of the plural found in several other 
¥iebrew words, and still preserved in the Syriac. 
Here, as in the case of orbs, the plural sy is 
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doubtless superlative, and signifies lord of lords, 
or supreme lord. 


IL. Names given to the true God by way of 
distinction. 

1. The most ancient name, by which the su- 
preme God was distinguished from the gods of 
the heathen, is, »1v $x, which first occurs in the 
history of Abraham, (Gen. xvii. 1;) and after- 
wards in Exodus, vi. 3, where God expressly 
says, I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, 
and unto Jacob, by the name s7iv by.” From a 
false etymology this title has been supposed to 
signify the All-sufficient. But it is derived from 

> a 
the Arabic ds » rebustus, potens esse, and in 
» 4 
the plural signifies, potentissimus, and is there- 
fore rendered in the Septuagint, wavroxparwp, 
omnipotens. 

2. mm. When the Israelites lived in Egypt, 
in the midst of an idolatrous people, to whose 
practices they themselves were inclined, Moses 
was commanded (Exodus, iii. 13, seq.) to an- 
nounce to them the true God as the same Being 
who had been worshipped by Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, and who would prove himself equally 
powerful and gracious to the children as to the 
fathers. God therefore called himself mrs, I 
will be—namely, the God of the Jews as well 
as of their ancestors; and directed Moses, when 
he addressed the Israelites, to call him mim—i. 
e., he shall be, from mn, or rather, mm, frit, 
according to a form which afterwards became 
obsolete in Hebrew, but which was preserved, 
and in common use in Chaldaic. Such was the 
origin and occasion of this appellation. 

With respect to the manner in which it was 
pronounced, as it is the third person future, it 
would be uttered, according to grammatical ana- 

ia Accordingly, the Samari- 
tans, Eptnhanius and Theodoret, pronounced it 
Jave. But the Jews believed that this name 
was not to be uttered, and Josephus said, Antiq. 
Il. 12, that he dared not to communicate it. In 
place of it, the Jews were accustomed to enun- 
ciate ody or 258; from the latter of which its 
common punctuation is borrowed. Itis always 
rendered by the Alexandrine translators by the 
word Kupeos. The Talmud says that the angels 
themselves dared not to utter it, and denounces 
all who should be so presumptuous with fright- 
ful curses. The Jews went so far as to believe 
that it cowld not be uttered by man, or that one 
who might speak it would be able, by its enun- 
ciation, to work miracles. Such a superstitious 
regard for this name does not seem to have ex- 
isted before the Babylonian exile, for we meet 
with the names Jehoiakim, Jehoiadah, Jeho- 
zadak, &c., in which the word mm evidently 
makes a part of the composite proper noun. But 
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these names were afterwards altered, in conform- 
ity with this superstition, into Eliakim, &c. 
And in Daniel, Esther, and other of the latest 
books of the Old Testament, this name is wholly 
omitted. For this mystery, as well as many 
others relating to divine things, the Jews are 
indebted to the Chaldeans. Vide Reland, Diss. 
de vera pronuntiatione nominis Jehovah; Ultra- 
jecti, 1705, 8vo. 

This name is appropriated to the supreme God, 
and is never applied to the gods of the heathen. 
Vide 1 Kings xviii. 21, 24; Isa. xlii. 8; xliii. 11. 
It has been asserted, however, that this name 
was sometimes given, by way of metonomy, to 
such things as were consecrated to the service 
' of God, and especially to the ark of the covenant. 
This was urged by Socinus and his followers, 
and has been repeated in modern times as an 
_ answer to the argument for the divinity of Christ, 
drawn from the application to him of the name 
mm). They refer to the passage, Numbers, x. 
35, 36, «« When the ark set forward, Moses said, 
Rise up, Jenovan! And when it rested, he 
said, Return, Jenovan.” Cf. Ps. Ixvili. 1; 
cxxxii. 8. But in this passage Moses does not 
address the ark, but God himself, who was sup- 
posed to dwell or sit upon it. 

3. m. This name occurs only in the poetical 
portions of the Bible, and is frequently ren- 
dered in the Septuagint by the word Kvpwos. It 
is derived by many from my, decuit, (Jeremiah, 
x. 7,) and thus signifies, the magnificent, the 
majestic ; but this derivation is contrary to ana- 
logy, and the word, more probably, is a mere 
abbreviation of the name, rin. 

4, Woy, from mby, 6 bors, Luke, i. 35,) 
Deus supremus, the Most High. God was sup- 
posed to dwell in the highest heaven, which 
was called om, ra tora. Hence the name 
pnw is sometimes given to God himself, Luke, 
xv. 18, 21. 

5. MINIS 7M, y wnby, xuUptos caBabS, mavTo- 
xparap,x.c.2%- This title is explained in va- 
rious ways. Some translate it God of gods, 
others, God of hosts, (the stars of heaven;) 
others still, and with more probability, Lord of 
the universe, and Governor of the world, navro- 
xpatwp 3 since xox frequently denotes all crea- 
tures, so far as they are employed by God in 
his service, Psalm ciii. 21. Cf. s. 45. 

6. Several other titles, which will be hereaf- 
ter enumerated in connexion with the subject of 
the divine attributes, Art. III., are used by the 
sacred writers to distinguish the true God from 
the imaginary deities of the heathen world. 
Among these we may mention the title on by, 
eds 5 Cav, 6 povos aanSwvd5.Oz0s, the living and 
true God, in opposition to the gods of the hea- 
then, who are called udraror, idora. 
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ARTICLE III. 


OF THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


‘ SECTION XVIII. 


INTRODUCTION TO THE DOCTRINE RESPECTING 
THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


I. What is meant by the Nature and Attributes of 
God. 


Tuer nature of God is the sum of all the di- 
vine perfections ; the attributes of God are the 
particular distinct perfections or realities which 
are predicable of the divine nature, (predicata 
dei necessaria, ob essentiam ei tribuenda, Mo- 
rus, p. 58, note 1.) The divine attributes do 
not therefore differ materialiter from the divine 
nature, but only formaliter, [i. e., the difference 
between nature and attribute is not objective, or 
does not appertain to God himself; but is sud- 
jective, formal, or, as the older theologians say, 
secundum nostrum concipiendt modum.] ‘The 
attributes of God are merely our notions of the 
particular distinctions which, taken together, 
compose the divine nature. We are unable to 
take in the whole object at a single glance, and 
are compelled, in order to accommodate the 
weakness of our understanding, to consider it 
in separate portions. It should be remarked, 
moreover, that from any one of the divine attri- 
butes all the rest may bederived. Vides. 14. 

Note.—(1) Cf. Morus, p. 57, s. 22. The 
attributes of God were called by the Jews 
ov, ninv, nomina dei; for a thing is usually 
named from the attributes which it is seen to 
possess. (2) The divine attributes are called 
by the Greeks dpevac, (1 Pet. ii. 9,) answering 
to the Latin virtutes, and the Hebrew mbnn, 
(Isaiah, xlii. 8; xliii. 21,) Jawdes dei, rendered 
dpevai in the Septuagint.~ They are called by 
the ecclesiastical fathers (e. g., by Cyrill of 
Alexandria), d&iat, a&vduara, also %vvova, ents 
voat, vonuata, Whence the Latins have their 
conceptus. In the western church they are 
called virtutes, attributa, proprictates, qualitates. 
(3) The whole sum of the divine attributes is 
called by the Hebrews mM 1123, 50§a Ocov, inas. 
much as they are admired and revered by men, 
Psa. xix. 1; cxlviii. 13. The phrase, fo do 
anything FoR THE GLORY oF Gop, often means 
therefore nothing more than to live in such a 
manner as to testify the reverence we owe to 
God and his glorious perfections, Phil. ii. 11. 
And hence the phrase, J wi// not give mine ho- 
nour to another, (Isa. xlviii. 113 xlii. 8,) con- 
veys the idea, I will not permit that other gods 
should be regarded with as much reverence, ot 
supposed to possess the same attributes, as be 
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tong tome. Accordingly, the terms +23, » ov 
mm, 50§% @zov, majestas Dei, are mere peri- 
phrases for God, or the nature of God, which 
Paul expresses by Sevdrzs, Rom. i. 20. Some- 
times the term 6d&a is used in a more limited 
sense; as, Rom. vi. 4, Xpuords Hyépan Sea Sos 
TOU MaTpds, x. T. Avy Where Sdéa signifies power. 


1. What we know respecting the Nature and At- 
tributes of God, and whence we derive our In- 
Jormation. 


1. The nature of our knowledge respecting God. 
On a sulject of this kind it is impossible that 
we should have perfectly clear and distinct no- 
tions. For, 

(a) All our notions are sensible, and therefore 
inadequate. We indeed acknowledge that when 
we conceive of God we must abstract everything 
sensible from our notions; but to do this is very 
difficult, and often quite impossible. And after 
all our attempts at abstraction, our knowledge 
of God will ever remain anthropopathie and an- 
thropomorphic, as the philosophers and theolo- 
gians say—i. e., we shall ever transfer to God 
the notions and expressions which we derive 
from human things, attributes, actions, &c. 
These expressions, borrowed from human 
things, very naturally give rise to gross con- 
ceptions of God, especially among those who 
have but few words to express abstract ideas, 

r but few ideas of this nature to be expressed. 
This was the case with the language of all the 
sacred writers, and especially those of the Old 
‘Testament ; and this observation should always 
be kept in mind by those who undertake to ex- 
plain their meaning. In order to be intelligible, 
they must needs have adopted the language of 
the rude and uncultivated people whom they 
were called to address; and in the first place 
must have condescended to the capacity of their 
hearers, in order to raise them gradually to their 
own level. But in this more improved period 
we must understand the gross expressions which 
the sacred writers were thus compelled to use, 
in the purer and more correct sense which they 
themselves attached to their language. Hence 
the rule Jaid down by the older theologians, 
Dieta anthropopathiea et anthropomorphica Deo 
digne (Seontpenas> sunt explicanda. Vide Morus, 
p- 45, s. 7, n. 4, 

Note.—In popular instruction, the terms em- 
ployed should be neither wholly anthropopathic 
and anthropomorphic, nor, on the other hand, 
wholly proper and literal, but, according to the 
example of the Bible, should be wisely selected 
from both of these classes, as the circumstances 
of those to be instructed may require. In for- 
mer times, the teachers of religion inclined too 
much to the use of figurative expressions, which 
they employed without any explanation; ut at 
the present day the reverse of this is true. The 
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modern teachers of religion warefully avoid every 
figurative expression, in the hope of rendering 
their discourse very clear and interesting to their 
hearers, while, in fact, they make it in this way 
extremely dry and powerless. The same may 
be said respecting many of the sacred songs of 
modern composition, which, for the same reason, 
are far Jess interesting, and far more obscure, to 
the common people, than those formerly used. 
God, as he appears in the discourses of many 
modern teachers, is a mere metaphysical being, 
who, in all his intercourse with men, acts in a) 
manner wholly unlike anything which wé wit- 
ness among ourselves. How, then, is it possible 
that men should feel love for him, or confidence 
in him? Such a mode of expression and repre- 
sentation is extremely adverse to the interests 
of the common people and of the young. It 
gives rise to doubts respecting the providence 
of God, the hearing of prayer, and other con- 
soling truths of religion, which should be ex- 
hibited in a manner consisting indeed with the 
perfections of God, and yet figuratively, and ac- 
cording to the analogy of human affairs, or their 
whole effect will be lost. On‘this subject the 
teacher of religion may learn a useful lesson 
from that neglected book—the Bible. He will 
there find nothing of this abstraction, but an ex- 
ample of the only correct and of the most ap- 
proved method of practical instruction. The 
sermon on the mount, the parables, and other 
discourses of Christ, should be particularly stu- 
died with reference to this subject. 

(b) We reason mostly from the constitution 
of the world to the nature and attributes of God; 
but in ourselves, in the first instance, do we ob- 
serve the perfections which we ascribe to him, 
nor can we form any conception, or even ima- 
gine the existence, of any attribute or perfection 
which we ourselves do not to a certain extent 
possess. A man who had never seen could form 
no conception of the sense of sight, nor would 
he ever suppose that there was such a sense, 
unless informed of it by others. The case is 
the same with regard to the divine perfections. 
We can form no conception of any attributes 
belonging to the Divine Being for which we 
cannot find at least some analogy in ourselves. 
We must therefore give the same names to the 
divine perfections which we are accustomed to 
give to those of which we ourselves are con- 
scious, in some humble degree; but for this very 
reason our views of the divine nature must be 
extremely poor and imperfect. We may indeed 
have some right apprehensions with regard to 
the quality of some perfections of God,—such 
as his goodness and wisdom; but our concep- 
tions as to their quantity—their extent and 
greatness—ever remain in the highest degree 
imperfect and infantile. The ideas which the 
child forms of the sun and its attributes are just 


96 CHRISTIAN 


as to quality, inasmuch as he conceives of it as 
a round, luminous, and hot body; but they are 
incorrect as to quantity, inasmuch as he sup- 
poses that its size is less than it actually is, its 
light no clearer than he beholds it, and its heat 
no more intense than he feels it. 

In conformity with these views are the pas- 
sages, Prov. xxx. 3; Is. xl. 22, xlvi.5. When 
speaking of this pure knowledge of God, David 
says, Psalm cxxxix. 6, “it is high, I cannot at- 
tain unto it.” And Paul says, 1 Tim. vi. 16, 
that God dwells in ight inaccessible, (pas axpoot- 
zov,)-—i. e., the infinite and perfect God is ex- 
alted above the comprehension of our feeble and 
limited faculties. Parallel with these passages 
is that in John, i. 18, ** @sov ovdets Expaxe Musto7e, 
but the Messiah has revealed to us as much of 
him as it is necessary for us to know.” 

With respect to the true nature of the objects 
even of the visible world, we can have no dis- 
tinct knowledge, owing to the inadequacy of our 
senses ; and in regard to the nature of the human 
soul, we are in equal ignorance. We may 
therefore, with Simonides, reasonably decline 
to give an answer to the question concerning 
the true nature of the Divine Being. When he 
was asked, Quid aut quale sit Deus 2 he replied, 
quanto diutius considero, tanto mihi res videtur 
obscurior. Cicero, De Nat. Deor.I.21. Con- 
siderations like these should not, however, deter 
us from the investigation of truth, but only ren- 
der us humble and cautious. In the exercise 
of this temper, it is our duty to make constant 
advances in divine knowledge, and to render 
our conceptions of God as pure and just as pos- 
sible. 

WNote.—The representations which were com- 
mon in any particular nation respecting the cha- 
racter and employments of their gods, discover 
the degree of cultivation and of moral improve- 
ment to which that nation had attained at the 
time when these representations prevailed. The 
mythology of the Greeks, the histories in which 
their gods are described as licentious, violent, 
and deceitful, originated among them at a time 
when the practical reason was as yet but imper- 
fectly developed, and when the morals of the 
nation agreed perfectly with these representa- 
tions. Ata later and more improved period, a 
new meaning was given to these ancient histo- 
ries by means of allegorical interpretation. 

2. Sources of our knowledge respecting the na- 
ture and attributes of God. 

(a) The instructions of the holy scriptures. 
God is described in the Bible in different ways. 
He is sometimes described in plain and literal 
language, without tropes or figures; or (as these 
are sometimes unavoidable both in popular and 
scientific discourse) at least by such as are level 
to the common capacity. Of this kind are the 
descriptions of the immutability of God con- 
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tained in Psalm xce., cii., exxxix.; Job xxxvii. 
In the New Testament, the figures employed 
in the description of God are still more intelli- 
gible, and still better adapted to general use. 
But God is also sometimes described in the Bi- 
ble in a symbolical or typical manner, the sym- 
bols and types employed being in a good mea- 
sure derived from the taste and mode of thinking 
peculiar to the early age and the oriental coun- 
tries in which the sacred writers lived. Bat 
these symbolical representations, however im- 
portant they may be in the history of the mode 
of thought and representation common in early 
ages, are of very little importance in elucidating 
the zdeas themselves which we entertain of the 
Divine Being. Among these symbols we may 
mention that of fire (Ex. ili. 2, seq.), of a gen- 
tle wind (1 Kings, xix. 12), of an eastern ruler 
and judge (Is. vi. 1), and those exhibited in 
Ezek. i. coll. Rev. i. These are all symbolical 
representations, shadowing forth some real per- 
fections of the Divine Being, and should there- 
fore be explained by the teacher of religion. He 
must not be content with saying that these are 
symbols, but must also shew what attributes of 
God they are intended to represent. He should 
shew, for example, that by the symbol of fire, 
the activity of God, his power to restore and 
destroy, the moral purity of his dispositions, are 
exhibited ; by the symbol of a gentle wind, his 
goodness and mildness ; by the symbol ofa prince 
or ruler, his supremacy and power, and his jus- 
tice in bestowing rewards and punishments. 
(b) Nature is another source of our know- 
ledge of God. (1) Internal, moral nature. In 
s. 15, II., we have shewn how the idea of the 
character and law of God is derived from the 
conscience of man. (2) External nature, or the 
sensible world. Here we argue from the effect 
to the cause, from the attributes of the creature 
to those of the Creator; and for so doing, we 
have the authority of the Bible. Vides. 15, I. 
I]. A very important passage in this connex- 
ion is Psalm xix., in the former part of which 
the visible creation is commended as a source 
of the knowledge of God ; and in the latter part, 
direct revelation. Cf. Ps. civ.; Job, xxxvii.; 
Is. xl.; Matt. vi. 26, and especially Rom. i. 20, 


21. There are three methods of arriving at the - 
knowledge of the divine attributes from the. 


contemplation of nature. Vide Morus, p. 43, 
Ss. 2, note 2. (a) We abstract all defects, 
weaknesses, and imperfections, from the attri- 
butes which we ascribe to God. In this way 
we pass from the imperfect degrees of power 
and wisdom which we possess to the omnipo- 
tence and omniscience of God; from the frail 
and perishing nature of man, and of all created 
things, to the eternity and immutability of God. 
Cf. Ps. cii. 25—28. This method is denomi- 
nated by the schoolmen via negationis, and by 
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Dionysius the Areopagite, Scoroyia dpacperixn. 
(3) We conclude that God must possess, in a 
peculiar and extraordinary degree, all the per- 
fections which we perceive in ourselves or in 
other creatures. Here we employ the argument 
a minort ad majus. By this mode of reasoning 
especially do we obtain our notions of the moral 
attributes of God, his justice, wisdom, and good- 
ness. Uf, Ps. xciv. 9. This is called by the 
schoolmen via eminentix. (vy) There isa third 
method of reasoning: since the production of 
certain effects can be accounted for only by 
ascribing certain attributes to their cause, these 
attributes must truly belong to this cause. 
Thus we conclude that the author of the world 
possesses supreme power, wisdom, and know- 
ledge, because these attributes are requisite for 
the production and government of the world. 
This mode of reasoning is called via causalitatis, 
or cause. It might also be called via positiva, 
in opposition to via negativa, because we thus 
obtain positive ideas and direct knowledge of 
the divine attributes. Thus it appears that all 
our knowledge of God is drawn from analogy. 
We ascribe to God the perfections which we 
observe in ourselves, after abstracting from 
them whatever of limitation or imperfection they 
may possess, as existinginus. Cf. No. I. 


il. Division of the Divine Attributes. 


All the divisions of the attributes of God, 
which have been adopted by philosophers and 
theologians, are in some respects imperfect and 
inconvenient, but not equally so. The follow- 
ing are some of the most common :— 

1. Negative, and positive or affirmative. The 
negative attributes are those by which we re- 
move from God certain imperfections of which 
we are conscious. Thus we ascribe to God 
infinity, independence, eternity, in opposition 
to the limitations of our own being. The posi- 
tive attributes, on the contrary, are those divine 
perfections for which we find some analogy in 
ourselves—e. g., holiness, justice, wisdom. We 
derive our knowledge of the negative ‘attributes, 
via negattonis ; of the positive, via causalitatis et 
eminentiz. 'The ground ‘of this division, how- 
ever, does not exist in God himself, (for all his 
attributes are positive,) but in the imperfection 

of our conceptions. 

2. Active (attributa operativa, or transeuntia, 
évepyntexd,) and passive, (quiescentia, or imma- 
nentia, dvevepyntixa.) The active attributes are 
those which involve the idea of action; the qui- 
escent are those which imply rest and inaction. 
Omnipotence, justice, and goodness, belong to 
the former class; immensity, eternity, &c., to 
the latter. But from this division mistaken no- 
tions respecting God might easily result. For 
rest, properly speaking, cannot be predicated 
af God. Besides the passive attributes are, 

13 , 
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for the most part, only the modes in which the 
active attributes exist. Thus infinity and im- 
mensity are only the maniére d’étre of the om- 
nipotence, wisdom, holiness, and other attri- 
butes of God. 

3. Physical or natural, and moral. We are 
conscious of two principal powers, wnderstand- 
ing and will; and accordingly we ascribe 
these to the Supreme Being. But whatever 
analogy may subsist between the divine and 
human intelligence, the former is infinitely dif- 
ferent from the latter. Now the - attributes 
which we conceive to be connected with the 
divine will are called by theologians’ moral, 
the others, standing in no connexion with the 
will, but belonging to the understanding and to 
the power of God as a spirit, natural or physical. 
These terms are indeed inconvenient, since the 
moral attributes of God belong to his nature. 
Still there is ground for the division itself, 
where it is correctly stated ; which may be done 
by substituting the phrasé not moral for natural. 

The natural attributes of God are beyond the 
reach of our attainment; but we may be con- 
formed to his moral character. And this is the 
conformity which the Bible intends when it re- 
quires us to resemble God, Matt. v.45, 483; Col. 
iii. 10. Through this moral perfection it is that 
we are as it were related to him, Acts, xvii. 28 ; 
and by which we first obtain our idea of him. 
Vide s. 14, and s. 15, IT. He is a free being, 
possessed of the purest moral will. 

Morus (p. 45,8. 7) adopts this third division 
of the divine attributes as the most useful. To 
this opinion we assent, and shall accordingly 
treat (1) of the spirituality of God, (for most 
of his physical and moral attributes are founded 
in this,) s. 19; (2) of his eternity and immuta- 
bility, s. 20; (3) of his omnipotence, s. 21; 
(4) his omniscience, s. 22; (5) omnipresence, 
s. 23; (6) supreme wisdom, (though perhaps 
this attribute should be ascribed to the divine 
will, as has sometimes been done,) s. 24; (7) 
the nature and the perfections of the divine will, 
Introduction, s. 25; its freedom, immutability, 
and efficiency, s. 26. In connexion with the 
divine will are the following moral attributes, 
which are cursorily described in s. 27—viz., 
(8) trath, and (9) goodness, s. 28; (10) holi- 
ness, Ss. 29; (11) justice, s. 30,31. The Ap- 
pendix, s. 32, exhibits the doctrine of divine, 
decrees, (de decretis divinis, sive predestina. 
tione,) which is directly derived from the attr 
butes of the divine will. 

Morus, p. 58, note, extr. 


SECTION XIX. 
OF THE SPIRITUALITY OF GOD. 
I. Statement of the Doctrine. 


By the word spirit we mean to denote a na 
ture possessed of intelligence and a free moral 
I 


+ 
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will (natura intelligens et moralis.) A mate- 
rial or corporeal substance acts only by motion ; 
aspiritual substance, on the contrary, by thought, 
or free will. Now, as we perceive that God 
possesses, and that too in the highest perfection, 
those qualities of intelligence and will which 
constitute a spiritual existence, we justly con- 
clude that he is a Spirit. Hence it follows, 
that all the attributes which he possesses aS a 
Spirit are connected either with his understand- 
ing or his will. And as he possesses these at- 
tributes in the highest perfection, he is the mos¢ 
perfect Spirit. Among the attributes which be- 
long to God as a Spirit, the following may be 
enumerated :— 

1. Simplicity, (simplicitas, immaterialitas.) 
Nothing of a material or bodily nature can ap- 
pertain to spirit. Matter possesses no power 
of thought or will, and is governed by laws en- 
tirely different from those which prevail in the 
sphere of spirit. The former is governed by the 
Jaw of necessity, the latter by that of freedom. 
If this is so, and spirit is so wholly unlike 
matter, it cannot be compounded, and is there- 
fore simple. The Grecian philosophers call 
God aaovs xa0 diaoy, expers materiz ; and with 
this description the sacred writers perfectly 
agree. John, iv. 24, Ilvedua 6 @cos. Here be- 
long those texts which teach that God cannot 
be represented, Isa. xl. 25; Exod. xx. 4. 

2. Invisibility. Whatever is immaterial is 
also invisible, for our bodily sight acquaints us 
only with the objects of the material world. 
Accordingly, God is called by the sacred writers 
Sopo70smC.0l nian os mkvone ele Ose latino ge 
We are indeed told in the Bible that we shall see 
God. But by this phrase we are to understand 
merely that we shall know God, or that, he will 
honour us with his favour and intimacy. Thus 
Moses was said to have seen God face to face, 
and the righteous are promised as their reward 
in eternal life that they shall see God—e. g., 
1 John, iii. 2. This figure is taken from a cus- 
tom of eastern courts, in which it was regarded 
as a great privilege to stand in the presence, or 
enjoy the intimacy, of the king, Cf. Matt. v. 
8; xvill. 10; Heb. xii. 14. 

3. Indestructibility.. Whatever is composed 
of divisible parts may be destroyed; but spirit, 
which. is uncompounded and simple, cannot 
be divided or destroyed. Hence the attribute 
apsapova 1s ascribed to God, and he is called 
ASAT OS, 1 Tim. i. 17, and &pSaptos sos, in op- 
PoSition to pSapros dvSpartos, Rom. i. 23. 

From these attributes which belong to God 
as a Spirit we may deduce the following con- 
clusions—viz, : 

(2) God cannot be represented, since he is 
both immaterial and incorporeal. The attempt 
to exhibit him by means of sensible images 
always leads to gross and unworthy conceptions 


] of his nature. 
the Israelites to make any images of Ged, | 


For this reason Moses forbade 


Exod. xx. 4; and with this prohibition all the 
sacred writers agree, Isa. xivi. 5; Acts, XVI. 
29; Rom. i. 23, &c. The worship vf images 
is not necessarily connected with that of idols. 
The, Israelites in the wilderness worshipped 
their own God, Jehovah, under the image of a 
golden calf; and this, properly speaking, was 
not idolatry; but experience shews that the 
transition is easy from the worship of images to 
idolatry ; and such was the ease even with the 
Israelites. The fact that Moses and other 
writers of the Old Testament, notwithstanding 
their zeal against the gross representations of 
God, still described him in terms which were 
highly figurative, may be accounted for by the 
consideration that the Jews, as a nation, were 
extremely rude and uncultivated, and had no 
words in their language for the expression of 
abstract ideas and spiritual things. The sacred 
writers accordingly, in speaking to them of God 
and divine things, were compelled to use terms 
which had before been applied only to material 
objects in a metaphorical sense; and these 
terms, whenever they occur in the Bible, must 
therefore be interpreted Seompexas. Vides. 18. 
When we undertake to speak of God to uncul- 
tivated men, we can make ourselves understood 
in no other way than by the use of the words 
descriptive of the organs which men employ in 
their affairs, or by which they exhibit their va- 
rious powers. To denote the commandment of 
God, we must speak of his mouth ; to denote 
his knowledge of the actions of men, we must 
speak of his eyes and ears; we must describe 
his power by speaking of his hand ; his dispo- 
sition and feelings by speaking of his heart, &c. 

(5) A merely external and bodily service is 
of no avail with God, who is a Spirit. So we 
are taught by Christ himself, John, iv. 21—24. 
One reason why so many believe that God will 
be satisfied with an outward form of worship is, 
that they entertain low conceptions of his na- 
ture, and regard him as like themselves. 


Il. Historical Sketch of this Doctrine. 


1, It is a great mistake to suppose that the 


‘same pure and abstract ideas which are attached 


to the word spzrit in our metaphysics were as- 
sociated with it in the minds of the ancient Is- 
raelites. Ideas of such a nature were far too 
high and transcendental for so early a perio¢ 
The Hebrew word nx, which is translated sp 
rit, signified, properly and originally, wind, 
breath, (and so speech,) and life. Vide s. 9. 
The power of the wind is great, and yet the 
wind itself is invisible. Hence in nearly all 
the ancient languages every power which was 
at the same time great and invisible was de« 
noted by some word which in its -iteral signifi 
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cation stood for the wind,—e. g., nn, aveiua, 
spiritus. ‘That invisible power which moves 
and animates our bodies is indicated by the mo- 
tion of the air, or breath, and thence derives its 
name; for as soon as we cease to inhale the 
air, we cease to move and to live. Hence even 
this invisible power, which gives motion and 
life to our bodies, is also called mn; ef. Eccles. 
viii. 8; xii. 7. The body, which serves as the 
organ through which this power acts, is called 
ava, and is thus widely distinguished from the 
power itself by which it is moved. In this 
way, m1 and 1&3 are always opposed one to the 
other. According to this analogy, the Hebrews 
gave the name nn to all the invisible powers, 
whether physical or moral, which they saw in 
operation in the universe, and consequently to 
God himself, who is possessed of all conceiva- 
ble powers in the highest possible degree. 
Thus m> and ~~ m1 came to signify (a) the 
nature of God in general; (b) his invisible 
power, as exercised both in the material world, 
in its creation (Gen. i. 2), &c., and in the soul 
of man, in promoting its moral improvement, in 
the act of inspiration, and in various other ways. 
Vide 2 Sam. xxiii. 1,2; cf.s.9. But the an- 
cient Hebrews justly ascribed thought and will 
to the same principle which moves and animates 
us, and so denominated them nn, zvevar which 
term they then applied, by way of analogy, to 
the divine intelligence and will. Now, since 
the body, when destitute of this animating prin- 
ciple, is incapable of will and action, the term 
>a was made to stand for whatever is weak 
and powerless, and the term ny, for whatever is 
great and strong, both in the material and moral 
world. Wide Isa. xxxi. 3. Hence it appears 
that the Hebrews made sufficient distinction be- 
tween spirit and body, although in their notions 
respecting spirit they may not have agreed ex- 
actly with modern metaphysics. ‘Their views 
on this point were sufficiently distinct for all 
practical purposes; and of anything more—of 
whatever possesses a merely speculative inte- 
rest—they were as well ignorant as are the com- 
mon people of our own day. Many among 
them did indeed suppose that God, like man, 
was of a corporeal as well as spiritual nature, 
as appears from many of the ancient terms em- 
ployed in their language}; and this accounts, in 
some measure, for their strong and invincible 
propensity to the worship of images. The same 
thing is found to be true in regard to other nations 
who have worshipped God under some human 
resemblance, respecting which there is a remark- 
able passage in Cicero, Nat. Deor. I. 27, seq. 
2. But even among Christians there have 
been some who have conceived of God as mate- 
rial and corporeal. The Ebionites of the second 
century, Audéus the Syrian, and a great part of 
the Egyptian monks of that period, are accused 


of entertaining this error. Even some of the 
fathers, as we find, ascribed somewhat corpo- 
real to God. Tertullian asks, Quis negabit 
Deum corpus esse, etsi Deus spiritus est? Me- 
lito and many others expressed the same opi- 
nions. 'They were opposed, however, by Ori- 
gen and others, who earnestly contended for 
the truth, that God is doduaros. In the seven- 
teenth century, Hobbes, and in the eighteenth, 
Priestley, contended that God possessed a body, 
as otherwise he could stand in no relation to 
bodily things. Accordingly they ascribed to 
him the attribute of extension. 

‘This opinion may be traced to various causes. 
(1) With some it was mere ignorance, or the 
use of unguarded expressions, like those em- 
ployed by illiterate people at the present day. 
This was probably the case with the Ebionites, 
Audeus, and some of the fathers. (2) Others 
seem to assert these views when they do not in 
reality entertain them, the mistake arising from 
the different use of language. Such is the case 
with Tertullian, who meant to denote by the 
word corpus nothing more than substance and 
individuality. He, however, believed extension 
to be an attribute of spirit. (3) Others still are 
gross materialists, and deny the possibility of 
simple substances. Such are Hobbes, Priest- 
ley, and others. (4) Some of the mystics ascribe 
extension to God, and consequently somewhat 
of a material nature. This may be said of the 
Egyptian monks; and, as a general thing, the 
mystici impurt have been very much inclined to 
pantheism. 

Morus, p. 45, s. 7, extr. et not. 4. 


SECTION XX. 
OF THE ETERNITY AND IMMUTABILITY OF GOD. 


I. What Eternity is, and wpon what it depends. 


Tur word eternity is used, as philosophers 
observe, in a figurative and a literal sense. In 
the figurative or popular sense it denotes an ex- 
istence which may indeed have had a beginning, 
but will have no end; like that of the angels, 
of the human soul, &c. Instead of eternity in 
this sense, the shoolmen use the words xviter- 
nitas, sempiternitas. In the literal sense it de- 
notes an existence which has neither beginning 
nor end, like that of God. The eternity of God, 
considered as without beginning, is called by 
the schoolmen eternitas & parte ante, or & priort, 
and sometimes primitas Dei; considered a3 
without end, it is called xternitas 4 parte post, 
or & posteriort, more commonly called émmor- 
tality, dgSapova, dSavacia. This immortality of 
God, however, unlike that of created spirits, 18 
necessary ; with him there is necessitas absoluta 
vivendi; nor can he, like the creatures of his 
power, ever cease to exist. 
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The eternity of God depends upon the neces- 
sity of his existence; since we cannot suppose 
that there ever was, or will be, a period in 
which a necessary being did not or will not 
exist. To suppose this would be contradictory, 
and equivalent to saying that a necessary being 
is not necessary. Such was the reasoning of 
Plato in Timeus; of Proclus in his Commen- 
tary on the same; of Parmenides and Plotinus. 

The question is sometimes asked in this con- 
nexion, whether the notion of the eternity of 
God implies the exclusion of all succession of 
time in: his existence, so that in him the past, 
present, and future are indistinguishable. Cle- 
ricus and other Socinian and Arminian theolo- 
gians, and some philosophers, have contended 
for a succession of time in God. This subject 
lies so wholly beyond the circle of our know- 
ledge, and is so little analogous to anything 
_ with which we are acquainted, that at first sight 
it might seem not to admit of a definite determi- 
nation. At least, we are incapable of forming 
any conception on this subject, as we can never 
contemplate an object as without ¢ime and space. 
In everything in the material world around us, 
and even in ourselves, there is a constant suc- 
cession of time; and however much we may 
strive to lift our minds above this necessity, we 
shall still find ourselves compelled to conceive 
of any event—for example, the creation of the 
world—which with us is past, as past also with 
God, and as futnre with him before it took 
place. Most writers, however, will admit of no 
succession of time in God; they justly consi- 
der that this succession as it exists in us in- 
volves imperfections of various kinds, and espe- 
cially dependence and limitation, and cannot 
therefore be admitted to have existence in the 
divine nature. But it is best to pass by this 
metaphysical subtlety, and to represent God to 
our minds as existing without beginning or 
‘end, as coeval through all time, past, present, 
and future, with all the creatures of his hand. 


In intimate connexion with this doctrine is that 
ol— 


Il. The Immutability of God. 


Since the existence of God is necessary, we 
cannot suppose that his nature possesses any 
attribute at one time of which it is destitute at 
another, If he changes, it must be for the bet 
ter or for the worse; neither of which can be 
supposed with regard to him. Accordingly, his 
relation to his creatures, which first arose on the 
creation of the world, can have produced no al- 
teration in God himself; he continues the same 
‘amidst all the changes of created thins. To 
‘doubt this truth would involve us at once in 
contradiction. We must therefore believe it 
although we have no analogy for it, and of 
course cannot form any clear conception of it, 
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This immutability relates to the decrees and tha 
actions, as well as to the nature, of God. Cf 
Morus, p. 53,8.15,n.1. The immutability of 
God in respect to his actions is most frequently 
mentioned in the Bible; nor is this attribute 
denied by those passages which affirm that 
God repents, &e. When God appears to be 
displeased with anything, or orders it differ- 
ently from what we expected, we say, after the 
manner of men, that he repents. That this is 
the meaning is plain from other texts, in which 
the immutability of the divine decrees is ex- 
pressly asserted. Vide s. 25, which treats of 
the will of God, and Morus, p. 45, n. 5. 

In these attributes which have just been 
named, two others are involved—viz., se/f-exist- 
ence (aseitas), by which is meant that God has 


the ground of his existence in no other being 


than himself; and independence, by which is 
meant that God cannot be determined or con- 
trolled, either as to his existence, his will, or 
his actions, by any other being. Morus, p. 45, 
s. 8. 


III. The Biblical representation of these Attributes. 


The pure idea of eternity is too abstract to 
have been conceived in the early ages of the 
world, and is not accordingly found expressed 
by any word in the ancient languages. But as 
cultivation advanced, and this idea was more 
distinctly developed, it became necessary, in 
order to express it, either to invent new words, 
or to employ old words in a new sense, as was 
done with the words xternitas, perennitas, &c. 
The Hebrews, like other nations, were destitute 
of any single word to express the idea of eter- 
nity. The word ody, like até» and aidveos, sig- 
nifies any duration, especially a long period, 
whether past, present, or future. They were 
compelled, therefore, to have recourse to circum~ 
locution. To express 2xternitas a parte ante, 
they said, before the world was; xternitas a 
parte post, when the world shall be no more. 

Some of the principal texts of scripture te 
specting these attributes. 

1. Respecting the eternity of God. God is 
said to be the first and the last—i. e., the being 
who existed before the world began, and who 
will continue when it shall be destroyed, Isaiah, 
xliv. 6, coll. xli. 4. The same meaning is con- 
veyed when God is said to be A xai Q, dpy%} xai 
tédos, Rev. i. 8; or, as the Rabbins say, from 
x to n—i. e., ab initio usque ad extremum. In 
Psalm xe. the eternity of God is described in a 
very sublime manner. The length of human 
life, which had previously been from one hun: 
dred and twenty to one hundred and thirty 
years, had been suddenly abridged in the desert 
to seventy or eighty years. Moses hence takes 
occasion to compare the perishable nature of 
man with the eternal nature of God. The 
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phrase “before the mountains were brought 
forth” is a periphrasis for xternitas 4 parte ante, 
like mpo xataBorrs xdonov, John, xvii. 24. In 
the phrase any ay DoD, the former word denotes 
past, the latter, future time; like dx’ aidver, eis 
rovs acwrvus, in the New Testament, John, vi. 
51, seq. The meaning of the Psalmist, ver. 3, 
seq., is briefly this: short and transitory is the 
life of man; but it is otherwise with God: the 
being who made us mortal is himself immortal. 
Of the same import is the passage, Ps. cii. 
24—28. «Thy years are throughout all gene- 
rations (oy>17 wia).”” «Of old (20389) hast thou 
laid the foundations of the earth”—i. e., God 
existed before the creation of the world. Verse 
27, «Thou art the same’’—i. e., God himself is 
immutable amidst the alterations of the world; 
he changes not with the changing universe. 
“Thy years shall have no end’’—i. e., God is 
immortal—a periphrasis for xfernitas 4 parte 
post. So Paul describes God, 1 Tim. vi. 16, 
as 6 wovos tywy GSavasiav—i. e., immortal in 
a peculiar sense, necessarily so—a being who 
can have no end. Cf.1Tim.i.17. The pas- 
sage, Rom. 1. 20, aidvos adrov dvvapus xav Sevor7s, 
belongs in this connexion. 

2. Respecting the immutability of God. This 
attribute is described by the text before quoted, 
Ps. cii. 28, (xn AN, airs, semper idem.) It is 
also implied in the names mmx “ex moN, and 
mm in the Pentateuch. Vide s. 17. In Ps. xe. 
4, it is expressly said, that time produces no 
alteration in God, as it does in creatures: “A 
thousand years pass away before thee like yes- 
terday, or like a watch in the night.” Vide 
Uebersetzung der Psalmen. Parallel with these 
texts is that in 2 Pet. iii. 8, 9, ‘« Be not ignorant 
of this one thing, that one day is with the Lord 
as a thousand years, and a thousand years as 
one day.’ If it appears (ver. 9) that God does 
not immediately accomplish his promises and 
threats, we may yet be certain that he will not 
forget to accomplish them. For (ver. 8) he is 
not mutable. Length of time makes no altera- 
tion in him, that he should forget anything, as 
we do. What took place a thousand years ago, 
is as new and as present to him as what takes 
place to-day. This is the proper practical view 
of this subject. In other texts the immutability 
of the divine decrees is spoken of, and they are 
called duerauéngnza, Rom. xi. 29; also, 70 duera- 
Setov ts Bovars avdrov, Heb. vi. 17,18; Mal. 
iii. 6; Ps. xxiii. 10,11. The passage, James, 
i. 17, may be connected with these, as it does 
not properly treat of the immutability of the na- 
ture, but of the purposes and dispositions of 
God. He is there said to be the creator and 
preserver of the lights of heaven, (warmp roy 
pdrev,) with whom is no variableness (rapar- 
Aayy,) nor shadow of alteration (cpors dtooxt- 
oowa)—i. e., his favour is not changeable, like 
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that of a prinée, but he is always equally gra- 
cious to men. 

3. Respecting the self-existence of God. The 
passages Ps. xe. cii. &c., which speak of the 
eternity of God, teach this attribute implicitly, 
and by way of consequence. Vide also Acts, 
Xvii. 24,25. Cf. Philo, De Opif. mundi, p. 28, 
ed. Pf. MySevds npoodedueros anaov. 

4, Respecting the independence of God, Here 
belongs the text just quoted from Acts. This 
attribute is also exhibited very intelligibly and 
plainly in Rom. xi. 33—36. Tvs ovpuBovaos 
ANTOD EyévEeTo; 7 TLS Mposdaxey GIT, xal Gvtamo- 
doSyserar avg. Cf. Isaiah, xl.; 13, seq. Mo- 
Tus, p. 46, note. 

Morus, p. 44, s. 6, coll. p. 53, s. 15. 


SECTION XXI. 


THE OMNIPOTENCE OF GOD. 


I. Definition, Ground, and Proof of this Attribute. 


Tue omnipotence of God, defined in philoso- 
phical language, is that attribute by which he 
ean bring to pass everything which is possible. 
It is, then, nothing else than an exertion of the 
divine will. But since its object is rather phy- 
sical than moral good, it is here placed among 
the physical attributes of God. The ground of 
this attribute lies in the supreme perfection and 
infinity of the divine nature. Since God is in- 
finite, his power cannot admit of bounds or 
limitations. But that God can do only what is 
possible, as they say in the schools, is still true in 
itself, and perfectly consistent with his infinity. 
For an impossibility, in the philosophical sense 
of the word, is something which implies a con- 
tradiction, and is anonentity. One who should 
contend that God could perform what is impos- 
sible, would contend that he could act contra- 
dictorily, which would be an imperfection not 
ascribable to the most perfect being. This 
metaphysical definition should, however, never 
be used in popular instruction, since it can never 
be made sufficiently intelligible; and the words 
possible and impossible are not used in the same 
sense in common life, and in the schools of phi- 
losophers. Common people, who are unaccus- 
tomed to reflection, will always find difficulty 
in the assertion, that God can do only what is 
possible. To them, therefore, this attribute 
should be described, according to the language 
of scripture, to be that by which God can do 
everything which he will. This definition com- 
prehends the whole, since God can never wil: 
anything which is impossible. 

In proof of the unlimited power of Cod, we 
may here mention the greatness of his works. 
Vide Rom. i. 20; Job, xl. 41. 

The omnipotence of God is divided, in the 
philosophical and theological schools, into ab. 
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solura and ordinata. The absolute omnipotence 
of God is that immediate, miraculous exertion 
of his power, which is seen in the creation of 
the world, &c. His omnipotentia ordinata is 
that common, regular exercise of his power, by 
whick he makes use of the course of nature, 
which he himself has established for the promo- 
tion of his own designs. ‘Thus he produces the 
warmth of the atmosphere, not per potentiam ab- 
solutam, but ordinatam, in causing the sun to 
shine. The same thing is expressed by saying, 
he acts per causas secundas. 


II. The Biblical Representations of the Omnipotence 
of God. 


1. The common Jiferal representations which 
the Bible gives of the omnipotence of God, are 
ma and maa, évépyeca, Suvames, moves, Svvdorns, 
the Almighty. Jer. x. 12, «« He created the earth 
by his power (m3).”” The plural ny33 is ap- 
plied to the actual exertions of the divine power, 
and so, like Svvawevs, signifies mzracles. 

2. Besides these literal, there are many figu- 
ralive, anthropomorphical representations of the 
divine power contained in the Bible. Among 
these are the following: the hand, strong hand, 
right hand, of God; also, the arm, the long arm 
(waxpozerp), of God, in opposition to a short arm, 
the index of weakness, &c. Vide Deut. xxxil. 
39; Isa. lix. 1, seq. The representation that 
God works by speaking, by his word, or his 
command, is also figurative. Vide the history 
of the creation, Gen. i. 3, seq. In Ps. xxxiil. 
6, it is said, «by the word of the Lord the hea- 
vens were formed ;” and in ver. 9, ** He spake, 
and it was done; he commanded, and it stood 
fast.” In this sense f7ua @cov is used, Heb, xi. 
3; and fyua Suraueas (Svvazor) avtov, the word 
of his power, his command, Heb.i. 3. All these 
are figurative expressions, intended to shew the 
ease and certainty with which God performs his 
works and executes his will. He is represent- 
ed by this image as a powerful ruler, to wHose 
mere word and command everything is subject. 
He does not need to give his own hand to the 
work: it costs him only a word. In other pas- 
sages, we find that what is done is ascribed more 
directly to the wll of God (for the language of 
the Bible is wisely varied)—e. g., Rey. iv. 11, 
«Thou hast created all things, xad dua 7d Séanua 
oov Hoav,”” i. e., they owe their existence to thy 
mere will. 

3. The following are some of the texts in 
which unlimited power is ascribed to God in the 
clearest manner: Ps. cxv. 3, «Our God is in 
heaven; he does whatsoever he will.’ Rom. 
Iv. 17, Karovyros 7a 1x) dvra, cg dvza, he called 
them from nothing; he created what did not 
exist. Jer, xxxii. 17, “Thou hast made the 
heaven and the earth with thy great power, and 


thine outstretched arm.” In Ephes. iti. 20, "an, 
describes the infinity of the divine power by 
saying that God is able ixip xavra movjoou vatép 
ix mepiscov dy voormev—i. e., to do infinitely more 
than all that we imagine. In Ephes. i. 19, he 
speaks of imepBarrov péyedsos Suvdmecs avtov. 
The phrase ovx Gdvvarjoer napa Ta Oeq may fnpay 
Luke, i. 37, is to be classed among the preceding, 
It is a proverbial phrase, which conveys the 
meaning that God can perform what may ap- 
pear to us impossible, or rather, that God is 
never unable to fulfil his promise, (j7uo 725-) 
Cf. Gen. xviii. 14, whence these words are 


taken. 
Morus, p. 50, s..13. 


SECTION XXfHl. 
OF THE OMNISCIENCE OF GOD. 


Tuis attribute is ascribed to God, to denote 
that he possesses the most perfect knowledge. 
That it is rightly ascribed to him may be easily 
shewn, even by reasoning @ priorz. Since God 
is a Spirit, he possesses cognitive power, and 
of course knowledge. And since he is the most 
perfect Spirit, he possesses the most perfect in- 
tellect and intellection, which is called omnz- 
sevence. } 


I. The Extent, or the Objects of the Divine 
Knowledge. 


How the divine intelligence can comprehend 
and survey so vast a number and exhaustless a 
variety of objects, is quite inconceivable to our 
finite and feeble capacities. Paul speaks of the 
BaSos yvaceas cov, Rom. xi. 33. The Bible 
often says, ‘there is no searching of his under- 
standing,” Is. xl. 28; «his understanding is in- 
finite,” Ps. exlvii. 5. \The ancient Grecian 
philosophers frequently express very just and 
pure conceptions of the omniscience of Go 
When Thales was asked if some of the actions 
of men were not unknown to God, he answered, 
‘« Not even their thoughts.”” Xenophon records 
similar sentiments of Socrates, which are re- 
peated by Plato in Parmenides. The objects 
of the divine knowledge have sometimes been 
divided, in accommodation to the weakness of 
human understanding, into several glasses. 

1. His own nature is one object of the know- 
ledge of God. And from this knowledge it re- 
sults that he must have had from all eternity the 
ideas of the things which he has made, and 
which were then only possible. This know- 
ledge is called by theologians cognitio naturas 
lis—(i. e., nature sue.) It is this of which 
Paul speaks in 1 Cor. ii. 11, «No man know. 
eth the thoughts of a man, but the spirit of a man 
which is in him. Otro xai ca rod @sod obdsty 
older, s¢ un 70 mvevua Tov Mov.” 
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2. All objects extrinsic to himself are also in- 
eluded in the knowledge of God. These may 
be divided into 

(2) Possible things, which are known by God, 
although they may never become real. The 
Knowledge which respects these subjects is 
called secentia simplicis intelli gentiz, because it 
remains in the mind of God, without calling 
forth the exercise of his will. In close con- 
nexion with this knowledge is what is called 
scientia Det media, or conditionata, or scientia de 
futuro conditionato, the knowledge of what is 
conditionally possible—i. e., the knowledge of 
those things which, although they have never 
tome to pass, might have taken place under 
certain presupposed possible conditions. For 
example: God foresees that this youth, if he had 
lived to a certain age, would have become, under 

, particular circumstances and in a particular situ- 
ation, a very bad man. He therefore takes him 
from life at an early period, or brings him into 
a situation in which he is unable to do the in- 
jury foreseen. This injury, therefore, never 
becomes real; but God foresaw it per sctentiam 
mediam, and prevented it from taking place. 
This scientia media must necessarily be ascribed 
to God, since many other divine attributes de- 
pend upon it—e. g., the wisdom of God, which 
consists in his determining which is the best 
among many possible things, and his choosing 
according to this determination. Examples of 
the exercise of this sctentia media are furnished 
in the Bible, Jer. xxxviii. 17—20; 1 Sam. xxiii. 
5—14; Matt. xi. 21—23. The term media was 
first employed by Fonseca, a Portuguese Jesuit, 
and an Aristotelian, of the sixteenth century. 
But its use in theology was principally author- 
ized by Lud. Molina, a Spanish Jesuit of the 
seventeenth century, and a disciple of Fonseca, 
in his book, De concordia gratiz et liberi arbitrit. 
He intended, by the introduction of this term, 
to obviate the objections which had arisen to the 
doctrine of Augustine concerning predestination. 
The thing itself, however, which is designated 
by this term, did not originate with him, but is 
found in the writings of Gregory of Nyssa, 
Augustine, (De dono perseverentia, c. 9,) and 
other of the ecclesiastical fathers. 

(5) Real things. God, accordingly, knows 
the nature of all things, animate and inanimate, 
physical and moral. He knows the thoughts 
and desires of the human heart. This know- 
ledge is called scientia Libera, or visionis—im- 
mediate, intuitive knowledge. It is involved 
‘n the idea of the most perfect being; it was re- 
4uisite in the creation of the world, and is essen- 
tial to the rule and providence which God exer- 
eises over the works of his hand. He who cre- 
ated, constructed, and preserves the universe, 
must necessarily understand it perfectly; and 


perfectly understand the maral character of his 
subjects, in order to the just distribution of re 
wards and punishments. This doctrine is one, 
therefore, of the highest practical importance. 
It is calculated, on the one hand, to impart con- 
solation to the pious, and, on the other, to 
awaken a salutary dread in the thoughtless and 
impure, and to urge them to repertance. On this 
account it is often exhibited in the holy serip- 
tures. Wereadin 1 John, iii. 20, @cd5 yordoxee 
navra, and in Heb, iv. 13, xdvra dé yuva, xau 
TETPAYNMOMEVG TOLs GPSaruors avtov. ‘The Bible 
frequently enters into a specific enumeration of 
the different classes of objects which are com- 
prehended in the knowledge of God. Heknows 
things animate and inanimate, Matt. vi. 26; x. 
29; the destinies of men, Matt. vi. 32; their 
thoughts and secret purposes, Jer. xi. 18—20; 
Psa. xciv. 11; their sufferings and sorrows, Psa. 
Ivi. 8; their virtues and vices, 1 Pet. iii, 12, &c. 
One of the most sublime descriptions of the 
knowledge of God is contained in Psa. cxxxix. 

But in consequence of the form of time which 
is inherent in our constitution, we are compelled 
to regard objects as past, present, and future ; 
and, the same being transferred to God, his 
knowledge has been differently denominated, as 
it respects the first, second, or third of these 
classes, reminiscentia, visio, and presecientia. 
That God should possess recollection and vision, 
we may easily understand, from the analogy 
which we find for these attributes in our own 
minds. But he also possesses prescience, and 
this relates to future objects of three different 
classes. (1) Futura necessaria—those things 
which result from the established course of na- 
ture, or from a fixed divine decree; (2) futura 
conditionata—those things which will take place 
only on certain conditions,—the evil or goot 
that will be done by a person under given cir- 
cumstances; (3) futura contingentia—those 
eyents which depend on the free will of man. 
or other rational beings, and therefore may or 
may not come to pass. The knowledge of God 
relating to the last of these classes is called xae” 
éEoynv, his prescience. 

This divine foreknowledge of the events de- 
pending upon the free will was denied by some 
of the ancient philosophers. [Cicero uses the 
following argument :—* Si praescita sunt omnia 
fatura, hoc ordine venient, quo ventura esse 
prescita sunt. Kt si hoc ordine venient, certus 
est ordo rerum prescienti Deo, Et si est certus 
ordo rerum, est certus ordo causarum ; non enim 
aliquid fieri potest, quod non aliqua efficiens 
causa precesserit. Si autem certus est ordo 
causarum, quo fit omne quod fit, falo fiunt om 
nia, que fiunt. Quod si ita est, nihil est in 
nostra potestate, nullumque est arbit ium volun- 
tatis.”” De Divinatione, Il. 5—7.] The same 


especially the moral Governor of the world must | ground is taken by some of the schoolmen, and 


104 
by Socinus and his followers. [Socinus says: 
—<‘A nimadvertendum est, infallibilem istam Dei 
pre notionem a nobis non admitti, nisi prius 
probetur.”—“ Quadam sunt que Deus scire 
nulla ratione dici potest, nec tamen ipsius omni- 
scientia quidquam derogatur.”—*“ De futuris 
contingentibus non est determinata veritas.” 
Prelec. Theol. c. 8—11.] The common argu- 
ment is briefly this: the foreknowledge of God, 
which is contended for, invades the freedom of 
the will in man and other moral beings. For 
if God foreknows all things, and is infallible in 
his knowledge, whatever he foreknows must 
take place, is therefore necessary, and no longer 
dependent on the freedom of man. ; 
But this reasoning is fallacious; for man does 
not perform one action or another because it was 
foreknown by,God; but God foreknew the ac- 
tion, because man, in the exercise of his free will, 
would perform it. Our own knowledge of the 
future bears some analogy with this, since it is 


always founded upon a knowledge of the past | 


and present. But onaccount of the imperfection 
and limitation of our view, the future is to us 
only probable, and our knowledge of it only 
conjectural; while to God the future is certain, 
and his knowledge with respect to it infallible. 
[The same answer, in substance, was given by 
Augustine to the passage above cited from Ci- 
cero: ‘¢+Non est consequens, ut si Deo certus 

, est omnium ordo causarum, ideo nihil sit in nos- 
tre voluntatis arbitrio; ef ipsx quippe voluntates 
nostre in causarum ordine sunt, qui certus est 
Deo, ejusque prescientia continetur, quoniam 
et humane voluntates humanorum operum cau- 
se sunt. Atque ita, qui omnes rerum causas 
prescivit, profecto in iis causis etiam nostras 
voluntates ignorare non potuit. Interim nullo 
modo cogimur, aut prescientia Dei retenti tol- 
lere voluntatis arbitrium, aut retento voluntatis 
arbitrio Deum negare prescium futurorum, sed 
utrumque amplectimur, illud, ut bene eredamus, 
hoe, ut bene vivamus.” Augustine, De Civ. D. 
V.c. 9,10. The same distinction between 
foreknowing and foreordaining is also suggested 
by John of Damascus: ‘Xp% yevdoxeev, ds 
navra név ripoywadxer 6 Oeds, od ravta Sé mpoopi- 
Sev. Ipwyersoxer yap xat 7a ep’ nucv, ob mpoopiCer 
dé aira, ob yap Sérce THY xaxlav, yivecSac, ovdE 
Braleras egy apernys Sore crys Sevas Mpoyradtvxns 
xersvozas Epyov gotiv 6 mpoopeouos. IIpoopiSer 88 
7 ovx & yee war THY mMpoyracey adrov> 7dy 
Op xaTa THY Mpoyvacty awtov mposxpiws mavea 6 
Orbs xara thy ayasdryta xal eryv Suxacoovwny 
adrov.” “Exdoous dxpyBys, x. 7-2. L, ii. e. 30.) 
vy Besides, the free actions of men are never 
{ wholly arbitrary, but, on the contrary, are per- 
’ 7 formed in view of some motive, which, however 
\| concealed it may be from our short-sighted eyes, 
\is visible to God, who knows intuitively the 
\whole extent of the present and future; who is 
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the author of the laws by which we act; and 
who, without this knowledge, would be incom- 
petent to the government of the world, which 
must then be abandoned, in a great measure, to 
the control of chance. [This appears to be the 
most perfect solution of the diffieulty in question. 
So long as liberty was supposed to consist in a 
choice undetermined by motives, there remained 
an irreconcilable disagreement between the di- 
vine prescience and human freedom; and con- 
sistent writers saw themselves compelled to re- 
ject the one or the other. But when freedom 
came to be considered more justly, as the power 
which we possess of determining our actions by 
the ideas of reason, this disagreement was re- 
moved. Cf. Bretschneider, Dogmatik, b. i. s. 
406; Leipzig, 1828.] 

This doctrine must therefore be admitted to 
be true, although the mode of it must be for ever 
unintelligible to us, who Jook at everything un- 
der the limitations of time and space. The mis- 
takes into which we fall on this subject are owing 
to the words which we employ, and to the po- 
verty of our conceptions. ‘Phe terms ehance and 
contingent may facilitate, to our minds, the under- 
standing of certain ideas, and are intended for 
the illustration of certain attributes of thingss 
but to the divine intelligence, in which there 
is no succession of time, and by whieh the past, 
present, and future are immediately compre- 
hended, nothing can appear contingent. Since 
every event takes place according to fixed laws, 
the infinite intelligence must perceive what is 
free and contingent to be as ceriazn In the course 
of future events as what is necessary or less con- 
tingent. The Stoics were accustomed to say 
that the actions of men were rendered certain, 
but not necessary, by the divine foreknowledge. 
[On this subject Augustine inquires, * Quid 
est prescientia, nisi se¢entia futurorum? Quid 
autem fwiurum est Deo, qui omnia supergreditur 
tempora? Sienim scientia Dei, res ipsas habet, 
non sunt ei fuiurz sed presenies ; ac per hoe non 
jam prescientia, sed tantum scientia dici po- 
test,” De diversis quest. |. ii. Cf. Boéthius, 
De consol. philos, 1]. v. pr. 6. “ Scientia Der 
omnem temporis supergressa motionem, in sus 
manet simplicitate presenti, infinitague pra- 
teriti ac futuri spatia complectens, omnia quasi 
jam gerantur in sua simplici eognitione consi- 
derat. Itaque si prescientiam pensare velis, 
qua cuncta dignoscit, non esse prescientiam 
quasi futuri, sed scientiam nunquam deficientis 
instantia, rectius estimabis. Unde non pre- 
videntia, sed providentia potius dicitur, quod 
porro ab rebus infimis constituta, quasi ab 
excelso rerum cacumine euncta prospiciat.’> 
Vide Leibnitz, Theodicée, under the titles, pre- 
vision and science de Dieu. Cf. Eberhard, Ver 
mischte Schriften, Num. 5, Verschiedent lufsdtze 
tiber die Freyheit des Willens ; Halle, 1778, 8v¥o0. 
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Yallisen, Beytrag die Lehre von der Allwissen- 
heit Gottes, und die Lehre von der menschlichen 
¥reiheit in Harmonie zu bringen, in Schmidt's 
Bibliothek der theologischen Literatur, b. viii. 
8. 247; Giessen, 1805, 8vo. 

We can therefore bring no objection against 
the Bible, when it ascribes to God this seventia 
futurorum contingentium. Vide Psalm cxxxix. 
16, «« Thou knewest the whole course of my life, 
when thou sawest me in the first stages of ex- 
istence.” Cf, vy. 2, «Thou understandest my 
thought afar off,’’—i. e., before I myself think 
it. Isaiah adduces it as a proof of the greatness 
of God, that he foresees and announces to his 
prophets those future contingent things which 
are beyond the reach of the human understand- 
ing, ch. xli. 26; xliv. 8; xlvili. 4—8. 


I. The Mode of the Divine Knowledge. 


The faculties which we possess for the acqui- 
sition of knowledge are very limited, and the 
knowledge which we acquire in the use of them 
is very imperfect. In forming conceptions, 
therefore, of the divine intelligence, we must ab- 
stract all those limitations which relate to time 
and space; and in this way we obtain, for the 
most part, merely negative ideas. The difference 
between our understanding and that of God may 
be rendered evident by the following particu- 
lars :— 

1. Our knowledge is mostly derived from sen- 
sation, from which we obtain, either directly or 
indirectly, all ourideas. This isa limit beyond 
which we cannot pass; and being such, it is 
wholly inapplicable to the mind of God. Our 
souls, in the present life, act and feel through 
the body and its senses. CBut as these do not 
belong to God, he cannot be supposed to have 
either sensation or passions. ) Vide Morus, p. 
54, s. 15, not. extr. 

2. Our knowledge is obtained gradually. We 
first receive our notions from sensation; we 
then treasure them in our memory; and after- 
wards compare them with one another, and form 
judgments concerning them. We then proceed 
gradually, by means of the conclusions to which 
we have arrived, from one truth to another, at- 
taining sometimes to a probability in our know- 
ledge, but remaining often uncertain and wholly 
uninformed. But this process of acquisition is 
in various ways imperfect, and cannot, therefore, 
be attributed to God. He does not recollect 
what is past, nor form images or symbols in his 
mind, nor come to the conclusions of reason. 
He does not form abstract ideas; for to his mind 
each particular thing is equally present; he re- 
gards all things with immediate intuition; and 
is independent of the aid of memory. {Every- 
thing like succession in knowledge must be 
absolutely excluded from the knowledge of God) 
This is called sczentia simultanea; and God is 
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said by the schoolmen to know inimediaie, sine 
discursu, uno actu. Vide Castner, Wie die allge- 
meinen Begriffe im géttlichen Verstande sind ; 
Altenburg, 1768. 

When every imperfection is abstracted from 
the divine understanding, it appears, from what 
has been said, to surpass human understanding 
in the following respects:—(a) It is simulta-) 
neous,—God knows by one act ; (b) most true; | 
without error or mistake ; (c) most clear,—with-} 
out darkness or confusion; (d) most certain, ¥ 
without doubt or ambiguity. 

But those who live in the sphere of sense, 
and are limited by time and space, are unable to 
form distinct conceptions of the perfection and 
immeasurableness of the divine understanding. 
There is, therefore, in all the languages of men, 
especially the more ancient, an entire destitution 
of terms which Uiterally express these ideas ; 
and even had such terms existed in former 
times, they would have been unintelligible. 
There is no way, therefore, when this subject is 
mentioned, but to take language borrowed from 
the objects of sense, and to employ it with a 
purer and more refined meaning ‘his is the 
method of the Bible. It speaks of God as re- 
membering either in a good sense, meaning that 
he bestows favours after he has for a long time 
inflicted punishments, (e. g., Gen. vili. 1; Acts, 
x. 4;) or in a bad sense, meaning that he calls 
to mind—i. e., punishes, the sins of men, (e. g., 
Psalm xxv. 7; ciii. 9.) In the same manner it 
speaks of God as forgetting—i. e., leaving men 
without help, or suffering their sins to pass un- 
punished. It speaks too of his hoping and ea- 
pecting, and finding his hope and expectation, 
as it seems to us, disappointed. On the same 
principle, the terms taken from the bodily or- 
gans, through which we obtain all our know- 
ledge, are applied to God—e. g., nxn, pow, idecr, 
dxovew, which are synonymous with yy, yuwwe- 
xEW, VM, épevva, &e. 


Morus, p. 46, s. 10. 


SECTION XXIII. 


OF THE OMNIPRESENCE OF GOD. 


I. Statement of the Doctrine. 


Tur omnipresence of God is that power by 
which he is able to act everywhere. This attri- 
bute, when correctly viewed, cannot be distin- 
guished from the divine omnipotence and omni- 
science taken in connexion; and so it is exhibit- 
ed by Morus. We justly conclude, that he who 
Jknows all things (s. 22), and whose power 1s 
so unlimited, that he does whatsoever he will 
(s. 21), must be present in all things, and can- 
not be separated from them by time or space. 

In thinking on this subject, we have need to 
guard against gross conceptions, and especially 
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against the danger of predicating of God what 
can only be said of the presence of body. This 
caution is particularly necessary here, since we 
are apt to transfer the forms of time and space, 
which are applicable only to the sphere of sense, 
into the world of spirits; and in so doing, to 
come to conclusions which are false and contra- 
dictory, and dishonourable to the purely spi- 
ritual nature of God. Vides. 20,1. The fol- 
lowing points should be considered in reference 
to this subject:— _ 

1. Extension is not predicable of God, who 
is a Spirit. To say, therefore, that he is in infi- 
nite space, or, with Philo, the Cabbalists, and 
many modern writers, that he is himself infinite 
space, is altogether erroneous. Such expres- 
sions necessarily involve a material and limited 
nature. Space is a mode of thought, in which, 
as in a frame, we must range everything which 
belongs to the sphere of sense, but within which 
nothing relating to the spiritual or moral world 
can be brought. The omnipresence of God was 
often mentioned by the ancient philosophers 
who ascribed to him a corporeal nature, or who 
regarded him and the world as composing one 
whole. He was called by Novatianus and 
other Grecian writers, roz0s tay oAwy, OF Tov 
orov, locus omnium rerum; and by the Rabbins, 
Dipn, spatium universale. But this is an incor- 
rect notion of the divine omnipresence. Baier 
and many of x2: older theologians spoke of the 
omnipresence or God as substantialis, or essen- 
tialis, in opposition to that which was merely 
operativa, or aclwalis. This substantial presence 
of God they called décasvacta, or in Latin, in- 
distantia, or adessentia substantiz divine. These 
expressions, however, convey no distinct idea, 
and often lead to erroneous conceptions. 

[ Note.—Some of the older theologians enter- 
tained the more scriptural opinion, that both the 
substantial and efficient presence of God were 
involved in his omnipresence. Thus Calovius 
defines the omnipresence of God to be that attri- 

bute, “vi cujus ille, non tantum substantie pro- 
pinquitate, sed etiam eflicacia ac operatione, 
adest creaturis omnibus.” System. tom. ii. p. 
612. He adds, p. 613, « Omnipresentia Dei 
est attributum évepynrixdy, nee solum ddcacta- 
ota, indistantiam adessentiz, sed etiam évépyevay, 
operalionem presentis Det, subinfert.?? In this 
view of the subject Calovius was followed by 
Quenstedt, who writes that this attribute, «non 
solum essentie divine propinquitatem, sive 
adessentiam Dei ad creaturas, sed etiam opera- 
tionem quandam, importet.” He therefore dis- 
tinguishes between the immensity and the omni- 
presence of rod, the former of which he supposes 
to be absolute and eternal, the latter relative, 
and éoeval only with the creation. 

Hahn remarks, that from the history of the 


various opinions which have prevailed respec 
ing the omnipresence of God, it appears that 
most of the errors have arisen from. confound- 
ing the ideas of body and substance. In doing 
this, our author has followed the example 
of Reinhard, Morus, Doederlein, and others, 
who adopted the philosophy of Leibnitz and 
Wolf. In denying to God a body, and thus 
avoiding the errors of pantheism, they seemed 
at the same time unconsciously to deny him 
substance, and to transmute him into an unessen- 
tial thought, and then to locate him somewhere 
beyond the limits of the universe, from whence 
he looks forth, and exerts his power upon all 
his works; in which,.therefore, he is no other- 
wise present than by his knowledge and agency. ] 

2. By the presence of a spiritual being with 
us, we mean, that he thinks of us, and in this 
way acfsupon us. But in order to this, we need 
not suppose his local presence, or the approxima- 
tion of the spiritual substance. We are present 
in spirit with an absent friend, when we think 
of him, and thus act upon him. Paul says, 1 
Cor. v. 3, axay 7@ oduare, napa dé TQ AvEvpart, 
cf. v.4. Wesee thus that our minds have an 
agency, and an agency different from that of 
matter, though we are ignorant of the mode of 
their operation. How, then, can we hope to 
understand the manner in which God acts? 
From what we observe of the operation of our 
own minds, we may, however, reason with re- 
spect to God, if we are on our guard against 
transferring to him the imperfection and limita- 
tions which we perceive in ourselves. He sees 
and knows all things; nor is he removed from 
objects extrinsic to himself in respect either of 
time or space, as we are, the operation even of 
whose minds is limited by the sphere of sense, 
to which we are chained by our connexion with 
our bodies. The power of his Spirit, or rather, 
the power of him, as the most perfect Spirit, is 
infinite; that of our spirits, finite. He therefore 
understands and controls all things; which is 
the same as to say, he is present in all things. 
If we attempt to go beyond this, we fall at once 
into fruitless subtilties. We should be content 
to say with Morus, Deus rebus presens, est Deus 
in res agens. 


Il. The Scriptural Representations. 


These are accordant with the views which we 
have here expressed. The Bible exhibits this 
attribute of God in such a manner as to lead us 
to reverence his character, to place our confi- 
dence in him, and to walk cireumspectly before 
him, And it accomplishes this practical end 
without the aid of metaphysical subtilties. In 
Psalm exxxix. 7—10, the knowledge and power 


of God are mentioned in close and inseparable . 
connexion with his presence—‘ Whither shall . 
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I go from thy spirit? If I ascend up into hea- 
ven, thou art there; if I dwell in the uttermost 
parts of the sea, even there shall thy hand lead 
me, and thy right hand shall hold me.”? The 
omniscience and omnipresence of God are con- 
nected in the same manner in Jer. xxiii. 23, 24, 
s‘ Am I a God who is near, and far from no one; 
and can any hide himself in secret places that I 
shall not see him?” For other passages, cf. 
Morus, p. 52, and Hahn, S. 188, s. 43. 

The Bible contains some figurative represen- 
tations of the omnipresence of God, which are 
indeed perfectly adapted to popular discourse, 
but which seem, if not properly understood, to 
contradict the true idea of this attribute. Among 
these representations we may mention the fol- 
lowing :— : 

1. God fills (xo) heaven and earth—i. e., the 
universe. Vide Jer. xxiii. 24. This representa- 
tion does not involve the notion of that spiritual 
extension of which the Rabbins and some of the 
schoolmen speak, but is intended to expose the 
error then prevalent in the east, that God dwelt 
in heaven, removed from the affairs of the world, 
and unconcerned in what might befal the chil- 
dren of men. 

2. He dwells in heaven, or in his temple. We 
find it very difficult to conceive that it should 
be otherwise with the presence of God than with 
our bodily presence. We cannot understand 
how it is, that his presence should not :bear 
some relation to a particular place, or how it 
should be possible for him to be at the same 
time in different places. We are under the neces- 
sity of using expressions borrowed from space, 
because it is a form cf thought inherent in our 
minds. But we should always remember that 
these expressions, in application to God and 
divine things, are figurative. Accordingly, 
we represent God, in general, as at least more 
present in one place than in another; we make 
him in our apprehensions to resemble ourselves ; 
and are unable to conceive that he should act 
upon nature, when at a great remove, or that he 
should not be materially present, although invi- 
sible, wherever his power is exerted. We 
therefore assign to him an abode, where he is 
at least eminently present. 

(a) He dwells 1n ueaven. There he gives 
the most awful displays of his power, in the 
lightnings and flying tempests, and thence he 
sends down the most visible marks of his favour 
in the light and vital warmth of the sun. The 
heavens are therefore called the palace, throne, or 
temple of God ; and the earth, in contradistinction, 
his footstool. For this reason, the face and hands 
were directed heavenwards in prayer, and the 
temples and altars of God were built upon 
mountains and hills. What is intended by these 
figurative representations may be literary ex- 
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pressed after the example wh ch is given even 
in the scriptures, by the phrase, God is exalted 
over all. We sometimes find the phrase, he dwells 
on high, instead of the phrase, he dwells in hea= 
ven. Vide Psalm exv. 3; Job, xvi. 19. 

(6) He dwells 1x “1s TempLe, which is some- 
times called his dwelling-place. The Jews be- 
lieved that prayer offered there, where they sup- 
posed God to be specially present among his 
worshippers, would be more certainly heard 
than when offered elsewhere; and they there- 
fore turned their faces and hands thitherward 
when absent from Jerusalem. ‘They represent- 
ed God as sitting on a throne above the ark of 
the covenant, and placing his feet upon its lid. 
This representation, which occurs frequently in 
the Bible, and especially in the Old Testament, 
was doubtless believed literally by some of the 
Jews. The prophets, however, improved every 
opportunity of teaching them to raise their 
thoughts above the mere sensible representation, 
and to connect with these figures those just and 
worthy apprehensions of God which they were 
intended to convey. Atthe consecration of the 
temple, (1 Kings, vili. 27,) Solomon inquires, 
‘* But will God indeed dwell on the earth? Be- 
hold the heaven and heaven of heavens cannot 
contain thee; how much less this house that I 
have builded?” Cf. Is. Ixvi.1, and Acts, xvii. 
24, ovx éy yewportount ous yaous xatoxer. Even 
Homer appears to have had some just views of 
the presence of God. In Iu. xvi. 515, Glaucus 
thus addresses Apollo: 


KidS1, dvaz, 65 mov Avking év miove dhpeo 

Eis, 3) évt Tpoin: dbvaca dé od mévros’ dkoteww. 
The opinion of some of the Jews that God 
could be rightly worshipped only at Jerusalem, 
which was contradicted by Christ, (John, iv. 
20—24,) originated partly from their erroneous 
views of the presence of God, and partly from 
that prejudice so dishonourable to him, that they 
alone had any title to his love and favour. 

3. He approaches his people, or withdraws 
from them. These also are figurative expres- 
sions, adapted to popular discourse. When they 
wished to describe God as knowing anything 
perfectly, they said, he drew near, and eloscly ine 
spected it. The representation that God draws 
near to any one, or dwells with him, is also used 
to designate the support, love, and special 
favour of God, Psalm xci. 15; Matt. xxvill. 203 
John, xiv. 23, 24. It likewise denotes the 
hearing of prayer, Matt. xviii. 20. On the 
other hand, when God is said to wethdraw from 
his people, and to be far off, the meaning is, 
that he withholds his assistance and support, 
and leaves them helpless. Cf. s. 22, ad finem, 
and Morus, p. 52, note 4. Cf. Morus, p. 84, 
seq. S. 14. 
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SECTION XXIV. 


THE WISDOM OF GOD. 


I. Statement of the Doctrine. 


Tats attribute of God, as well as his omni- 
presence, stands in the closet connexion with 
his omniscience, and can be directly derived 
from it. The omniscience of God implies that 
he possesses the clearest knowledge of the con- 
nexion of all things, and therefore of their rela- 
tions as means and ends, and this knowledge is 
commonly called wisdom. And because God pos- 
sesses the most perfect knowledge of this kind 
he is said to possess supreme wisdom.’ He is ac- 
cordingly styled by Paul, (1 Tim. i. 17), wovos 
copds, the all-wise, sapientissimus ; cf. Jude, v. 
25. The wisdom of God implies two things:— 

1. God proposes to himself the best ends 
(fines, consilia.) The question is here asked, 
what is the end of God in the creation and pre- 
servation of the world? The earlier theologians 
generally assign the glory and majesty of God as 
the final cause of the creation, and refer to the 
texts which speak of him as doing everything 
for his own glory—i. e., that it might be seen 
and acknowledged. And we may say, indeed, 
that in relation to men and other rational beings, 
who are bound to acknowledge the glory of God, 
this is one end of the creation. But glory, in 
itself considered, cannot be looked upon as the 
sole, universal end, for which the world exists. 
For God himself can be in nothing dependent 
on the glory which others ascribe to him, nor 
ean he receive any increase of honour from their 
praises. Other theologians, therefore, say that 
the welfare of men was the object of God in the 
creation of the world. ‘This may be true, if it 
is not. understood to mean that God created 
everything solely for this object. It were judg- 
ing very proudly concerning ourselves and very 
poorly concerning God to suppose that he pro- 
posed to himself no other object than this, and 
had created everything for our sake who consti- 
tute so small a part of the boundless universe. 
We prefer the following answer to this ques- 
tion: The end of God in the creation of the world 
was to impart to all his creatures that degree of 
perfection of which they are severally suscepti- 
ble; in accomplishing this end he employs the 
most suitable means, and thus displays before 
our eyes his wisdom, power, and goodness. 
This is what is meant when it is said in the 
scriptures, he made everything for his own glory. 
We should learn the majesty and glorious attri- 
butes of the Creator from the creatures of his 
hand. But this can be done only by moral 
beings like ourselves. Vide Psalm BG (A) 
alibi. Cf. s. 18, I. Note.. Also s. 48, IV. 
Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 271. Bretschneider, Hand- 
buch, band. i. s. 584. 


2. He chooses the best means (imedia, instru- 
menta) for the attainment of these ends, He 
not only knows, as omniscient, what the best 
means are, but is able, as omnipotent, to employ 
them. In the choice of means he cannot be de- 
ceived, since he is omniscient, and consequently 
infallible. Hence he will never choose unsuit- 
able, ineffective, or injurious means; nor will 
he employ means which are superfiuous, or 
more than are necessary for the attainment of 
his object in the shortest way. To suppose this 
would be to impeach his omniscience. This is 


sometimes expressed as follows: God acts by 


the rule of economy, (ex lege zconomiz ;) Dewm 
ire vid. brevissimd ;* according to the axiom: 
Quod fiert potest per pauca, non debet fiert per 
plura. That God acts upon this maxim, both 
in the material and moral world, we see from 
innumerable observations. But since we are 
unable to survey the whole system of things we 
cannot and should not presume to decide in 
given cases what might be the shortest way and 
what might be the best means for attaining the 
divine ends. Many things appear to us useless, 
unsuitable, or superfluous. The observation of 
Paul, (1 Corinthians, i. 25,) that even those 
actions and works of God which appear to us 
foolish and unwise far surpass all human wis- 
dom is abundantly confirmed both in the physi- 
cal and moral world. Vide Reimarus, Abhand- 
lungen tiber die Wahrheiten der natiirlichen 
Religion, s. 206; and Jacobi, Betrachtungen 
liber die weisen Absichten Gottes, 4 thle. Hano- 
ver, 1765, 8vo. The science in which the ends 
and objects of God are investigated is called 
teleology. Vides. 15, 68, ad finem. 


II. Scriptwral Representations. 


The doctrine of the wisdom of God is in a 
high degree practical. Itis calculated to inspire 
our hearts with pious, thankful, and reverential 
feelings towards God. It offers to us an unfail- 
ing source of consolation and peace in the 
midst of our cares and sufferings, and is there- 
fore frequently exhibited by the sacred writers. 
The most important texts relating to this attri- 
bute may be divided into two classes. 

1, The texts which treat of our knowledge 
of the wisdom of God derived from the creation 
and preservation of the physical world. These 
are, Psalm civ., especially ver. 24; Prov. iii. 
19, seq.; Is. xl. 13, seq.; also Prov. viii. 
22—30, where the wisdom of God is personi- 
fied, and in which Solomon bestows upon it all 
possible praises, and shews that it is that attri- 
bute by which God so especially glorifies him- 
self in the creation and preservation of the 
world. In the preceding and succeeding con- 
text he describes folly and ignorance by way of 
contrast. 

2. The texts which treat of the wisdom of 
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God as displayed in the various institutions of 
the moral world, especially those which he has 
established to promote the moral perfection and 
happiness of the human race. For moral per- 
-fection, and the happiness which stands in an 
immediate connexion with it, are the ultimate 
destination of men and of all moral creatures. 
The writers of the New Testament especially 
love to dwell upon these great plans of God. 
Christ says, (Matt. xi. 19,) 4 copia (@cov) é&i- 
KOWWIN aN TOY Téxveov atrns—i. e., the wisdom 
of God (as displayed in the calling and prepara- 
tion of teachers, and in the publication of their 
doctrines) is approved by all the wise. Paul 
says the same respecting the wisdom of God as 
displayed in the Christian doctrine so generally 
condemned at that time, 1 Cor. i. ii. Those 
very doctrines which appeared the most revolt- 
ing to Jews and heathen contained, in his 
view, the greatest proof of the divine wisdom. 
He calls the doctrine of redemption sopia, by 
way of eminence, (1 Cor. 1. 25, seq. col]. Rom. 
x1. 33 ;) although it appeared foolishness to men. 
Morus, p. 47, note 7. A taste for these moral 
subjects, and a perception of the wisdom of God 
in the provisions he has made for the moral 
improvement and for the recovery of our race, 
is, as it were, the test by which we can judge 
of the degree of moral improvement to which 
any one has attained. He who has no taste for 
_these objects has made as yet but little pro- 
gress; for the Bible assures us that the most 
pure and perfect of the moral creatures of God 
—the angels in heaven, admire the wisdom dis- 
played in his plan for the redemption of men, 
and ponder them with delight, and inquire into 
them with earnestness, Ephes. iii. 10; 1 Pet. 
i.12. In Col. ii. 3, Paul says that in this plan 
lie concealed all the treasures of the wisdom of 
God. 

Note.—The Hebrew oon, and the Greek coos, 
signified originally, si¢/ful, expert, and were 
applied especially to artificers; cf. Ex. xxxi. 3; 
Homer. Il. xv. 412. They signified, seconda- 
rily, able and knowing in any way. Thus 
oon are docti, Eccl. i, 18; Is. xix. 11; 1 Cor. 
i. 20, (nov copes; xov ypoyparerds.) They came 
gradually to have that more general significa- 
tion which belongs to them in all the ancient 
languages. The same is true of the correspond- 
ing substantives nn2n, and copia. 


SECTION XXV. 


INTRODUCTORY REMARKS RESPECTING THE NA- 
TURE AND PERFECTIONS OF THE DIVINE WILL. 


I. What is meant by the Will of God. 


We derive our notions and expressions re- 
specting this divine attribute, as well as the 
thers. from what we know of the human soul; 


109 


rejecting here, as before, all imperfection. 
This is the only way in which we can come to 
a knowledge of God. Vide s. 18, ad finem. 
Now we ascribe to the human soul two powers, 
or rather, a twofold modification and exercise of 
its power—viz., thinking and choosing, or intel- 
ligence and will. And we call the attributes of 
God which are analogous to these by the same 
name. Of the understanding of God, and of 
the attributes in which it is principally deve- 
loped, we have before treated. We now come 
to speak of the divine will, and the attributes 
which belong to it. The will with us is de- 
pendent upon the understanding, We are said 
to will, when we feel an inclination for any- 
thing which appears agreeable, and disinclina- 
tion for anything which appears disagreeable. 
And it is the same with God. What the will 
either of men or of God is, must be learned 
from its effects, or by the actions. 

The following words are used in the Bible to 
designate the will of God. spn and the sub- 
stantive spn; also nsq, and the substantive y)S7 
The former words are translated in the Septua- 
gint by Sérw, Bovrouar, Sérnua, Bovan, and the 
latter by etdoxccy and etdoxva. The last word 
often denotes the sovereignty, or rather, the 
freedom of the divine will (mm ys7.) These 
are the senses, therefore, in which these words 
are used by the Hellenistic Jews, and the 
writers of the New Testament. Cf. Ephes. i. 
11; Ps. exv. 3. These words, moreover, often 
designate the thing itself which God reveals as 
his will, or which he commands by his pre- 
cepts; as, yevySj7e 70 Sérxjud cov, Luke, xi. 2. 
Cf. Ephes. v. 17; Romans, xii. 2. Bovay @zov 
(mim 350, Is. lili. 10,) means the decree of God, 
or his plan for the good of men; and so denotes, 
by way of eminence, the dispensation of grace 
through Christ, Acts, xx. 27, coll. ver. 20. Con- 
nected with this, there is one more signification 
of these words, which deserves to be noticed. 
When the verbs volendi and eligendi are con- 
strued, in Hebrew with 3, or in Greek with év 
or eis, (aS b 3 ¥B7 or 7a, and evdoxety ev Tuvty) 
they signify, to be well-disposed towards any one, 
to love him, to shew him favour ; i. q., bene cupere, 
velle, to wish well; also, to like to do anything ; 
in short, i. q., gacey. Indeed, the latter word 
is used in Luke, xx. 46, instead of Séacw, which 
occurs in the parallel text, Mark, xii. 38. The 
same meaning, fo love, to have pleasure in a thing, 
belongs also to $éaev with the accusative, Matt. 
xxvii. 43. Hence Séajua, Bovrn, etdoxia, often 
signify the cractous will of God, his benevolence, 
the proofs which he gives us of his friendship. 


II. Divisions of the Will of God, and Divine 


Decrees. 


The will of God that anything exterior to him- 
self should take place, is called his determina- 
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tion, or decree. Morus, p. 51, note. The ob- 
jects of the divine will are as many and various 
as the obiects of the divine knowledge. Cis. 
22,1. For God, like all rational beings, chooses 
only such things as are perceived by his under- 
standing to be good. His will, therefore, as well 
as that of others, depends always upon his know- 
edge. And he chooses or rejects, as the objects 
which are presented to his mind appear in his 
judgment desirable or otherwise. Since now 
his knowledge is the most perfect, his will must 
be the best. 

God is frequently represented in the Bible as 
favourably inclined towards all men, and as de- 
siring their happiness. But in some passages 
it seems to be intimated that he does not desire 
the welfare of some men, but, on the contrary, 
their condemnation. Now, many things which 
we, in our philosophical style, should say took 
place under the divine permission, or with the 
distant concurrence of his will, were ascribed 
by the ancient world to the immediate agency 
and express decree of God. Traces of this com- 
mon opinion appear in Homer and other ancient 
writers. Passages occur which exhibit the most 
exalted and worthy conceptions of the Deity, 
while other passages ascribe to him the design- 
tug and performance of such actions as are in- 
vonsistent with his perfections. ‘Those of the 
-atter kind, which occur in the holy scriptures, 
being taken by themselves, and considered by 
those who were unacquainted with this ancient 
mode of thinking and speaking, were made to 
contain a sense which was never intended by 
the original writers. This mistake gave rise to 
the vehement controversies respecting predesti- 
nation, which continued in the Romish church 
from the fifth even to the eighteenth century, 
and which raged with great violence between 
the Lutheran and Reformed churches, especially 
during the seventeenth century. In the progress 
of these controversies it was found convenient, 
in order to remove the apparent contradiction in 
these texts, and to render the whole subject more 
intelligible, to introduce various divisions into 
the divine will. The following are the most 
common :— 

1. Antecedens and consequens. Voluntas ante- 
cedens is also called prima, or primitiva; and 
voluntas consequens is called secwnda, jinalis, or 
deeretoria. This division is very ancient, and 
ocenrs not only in John of Damascus, in the 
eighth century, (since whose time it has been 
always preserved by the schoolmen,) but even 
in Chrysostom, in the fourth century, who dis- 
tinguishes between Séanua mpdroy and Sevrepon, 
7ponyovuevoy and Exousvor, (Homel, Mes in 
Ephes.,) and who is said by Semler to have de- 
rived it from Plato. This division is derived 
from the analogy of the human mind. We pos- 
sess a certain original bias, or impulse, which, 
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as long as it is not directed to any particular ohe 
ject, is called voluntas antecedens animt humant ; 
bat as soon as it is directed to definite objects, 
is called voluntas consequens. Thus love and 
hate, while not directed to particular objects, 
belong to the former; when so directed, to the 
latter. If we apply this to God, we say that he 
wills the happiness and perfection of all his 
creatures by his voluntas antecedens; and that 
he makes application of this general will to 
particular objects, by his voluntas consequens. 
Now when God bestows upon any individual 
all the good of which he is susceptible, he is 
said to treat him according to his consequent or 
determining will. 'This voluntas consequens is 
therefore principally exhibited in the deerees of 
God. These two volitions thus often differ in 
their results, although they do not clash among 
themselves; although there may be succession 
in the objects of the divine will, there can be no 
succession in his will itself; for as God knows, 
so he wills everything instantaneously. Now, . 
if I say God wills to make all men happy, (1 
Tim. ii. 4,) this is, in the language of the 
schools, the voluntas antecedens Dei—the end or 
object of God; but if I add the distinction, that 
he actually bestows this happiness only on the 
pious, they alone being susceptible of it, (Mark, 
xvi. 16,) this is the voluntas consequens. God, 
then, ex voluntate antecedente, wills the happiness 
of all men, without exception ; but, ex volwniate 
consequente, he wills the condemnation of the 
wicked. 

With regard to the propriety of this division 
we would say, that so far as it helps us to under- 
stand and express many things relating to the 
attributes, decrees, and providence of God, it 
may be allowed, if what is intended by it be 
considered, and not the form of expression. 
For the language in which it is expressed is very 
inconvenient, and conveys the idea of succes- 
sion and mutability in the divine decrees. 
Literally understood it involves a contradiction; 
for God never, in fact, willed a thing which he 
is said to have willed aniecedenter, but which 
has never taken place consequenter ; since he has 
no ends which he does not attain. This lan- 
guage must be understood, therefore, to represent 
this thing as it appears to us. Vide Téllner, 
Vermischte Aufsatze, Samml. II., No. I. Kann 
Gott Endzwecke haben, die er nicht erreicht? 

2. Voluntas absoluta, and conditionata or ordi 
nata. This division relates principally to the 
will of God in regard to moral beings. He is 
said to will absolutely when he determines any-= 
thing without connecting it with a condition, 
or, which is the same thing, without having re- 
spect to the free actions of moral beings. ‘Thus, 
for example, he frequently allots the external 
condition of particular men, or of who.e nations, 
without reference to their moral worth. Vide 
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Rom.1x. On the other hand he wills condition- 
ally when he determines anything on certain 
conditions, or in respect to the free actions of 
moral beings. Thus he declares § morevous 
swsnaerac 5 8’ dnwornoas xataxpiSjoera, Mark, 
xvi. 16. When the annexed condition is ful- 
filled on our part, and the will of God thus ac- 
complished, his will is said to be efficacious 
(efficax); when the condition is not fulfilled, 
and the thing falls out differently from what 
God appeared to have designed, his will is said 
to be eneffeelual (non efficax.) Here again the 
language employed is very inconvenient; for 
God always willed that which he foresaw would 
take place, and never willed that which he fore- 
saw would not take place. Many other divi- 
sions have been adopted by theologians, to all 
of which the remarks made at: the close of the 
first division may be applied. Vide Morus, p. 
47, s. 11, p. 51, s. 13, note. 


SECTION XXVI. 


OF THE FREEDOM, IMMUTABILITY, AND EFFICACY 
OF THE DIVINE WILL. 


I. The Freedom of the Divine Will. 


1, Wuar is meant by the freedom of the di- 
vine will (libertas voluntatis, arbitrium Dei), 
and why is this attribute ascribed to God? 

To us in our present circumstances, as related 
to the two spheres of sense and spirit, this sub- 
ject is encompassed with difficulties. To in- 
vestigate and remove these difficulties is not, 
however, so much the province of theology as 
of philosophy. The latter has of late done much 
towards clearing up the ground, by the inqui- 
ries instituted in the critical school. If by free- 
dom is meant a power of choosing between dif- 
ferent objects presented to the mind, without 
any motive for the choice of one rather than an- 
other, then the will of God is not free. But 
freedom is not such a power, and to act in this 
way is not to act freely but arbitrarily, pro lubitu, 
arbitrio, ut stet pro ratione voluntas ; and to sup- 
pose this of God is to ascribe to him the greatest, 
imperfection, and to transform him into a fearful 
tyrant, who pardons or condemns without reason, 
and may thus make the pious eternally misera- 
ble, and the wicked eternally happy. The 
freedom of a moral being consists rather in his 
peing able to choose and to act according to his 
views, without being forced to do otherwise, 
either from an internal or external necessity ; 
but he cannot choose without having a motive 
for his choice. For every act of the will ina 
moral being there must be some ground, and 
this ground is to be sought in the understanding. 
The understanding discerns what is good and 
bad ; this knowledge awakens affection or aver- 
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reject; and the will then determines itself to act 
accordingly. Whenever, then, any one has 
chosen according to the dictates of his under- 
standing, without feeling compulsion from with- 
in or from without, he has willed freely ; and if 
under the same circumstances he has acted, he 
has then acted Sreely. But, on the contrary, 
when he has been compelled to choose or to act 
by passions from within, or by unconquerable 
difficulties or irresistible power from without, 
he has not willed or acted freely. 

Freedom of will and action, thus explained, 
must necessarily and in the highest degree be- 
long to God, as a pure moral being; in sucha 
manner, however, as not to imply any succession 
of acts in his mind, s. 25. This freedom must 
be ascribed to him, (1) because he is a spiritual 
being, and possessed of the purest moral will 
Vides. 19. We regard it as the greatest per- 
fection that we and other moral beings are able 
to choose and act freely, and as the greatest im- 
perfection to be compelled to choice and action 
either from within or frorn without. We there- 
fore justly conclude, vid eminentix, that God 
must choose and act with the highest degree of 
freedom. (2) Because he is perfectly inde- 
pendent, which he could not be without freedom. 
Throughout the sphere of sense the law of ne- 
cessity prevails; but in the moral world, the 
law of freedom. In the former, everything is 
limited, conditioned, and subjected to the vicis- 
situdes of time and space; but everything in the 
latter is unlimited, free, and independent of time 
and space. Of this moral world we ourselves 
are members in the better portion of our nature, 
and as such we are possessed of freedom and 
are capable of understanding what it is, although 
our connexion with the bodily world makes it 
difficult for us not only to exercise it, but even 
to obtain any clear conception of its nature. 
(3) Because he is the creator, preserver, and 
wise ruler of the world, which character he could 
not sustain unless he were possessed of freedom. 
He has so constituted and ordered the world 
that none of his creatures are able to disturb or 
destroy it with all their skill or power. Cf. 
what was said respecting the omnipotence and 
the wisdom of God, s. 21, 24. 

Against this view of the subject the objection 
has sometimes been made, that God never can 
act otherwise than from a regard to the ends 
which he has in view, and can only choose what 
is the best; that he thus acts and chooses neces- 
sarily, and that necessity therefore must be 
predicated of him instead of freedom. Bat there 
is a fallacy in this argument, arising from the 
improper use of words. That is here supposed 
to be necessary which has its ground in the es- 
sential and infallible knowledge of God. He, 
like every other rational spirit, chooses only 


s‘en; this, in its turn, moves the will to elect or | what his understanding acknowledges as good, 
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Since now his understanding is infallible, and 
he sees everything as it actually is, his choice 
is called necessary, and not at all because it re- 
sults from any compulsion. The human under- 
standing is subject to mistake, and our choice 
is frequently free only in appearance ; but always 
to will and to do that which the understanding 
discerns as best is the highest degree of freedom 
in a moral being. 

2. The doctrine of the Bible respecting the free- 
dom of the divine will. 

This rests upon the principles above stated, 
and is to be explained in the same way; espe- 
cially as far as it relates to the freedom with 
which God bestows or withholds his favours. 
In the ancient languages, however, there were 
no definite terms answering to the pure idea of 
freedom; and if there had been such terms in- 
vented for the use of the schools of philosophy, 
they would have been ill adapted to popular in- 
struction. But they had not learned, at that 
early period, to discriminate with sufficient ac- 
curacy between their ideas, and they therefore 
often employed words which indicate caprice to 
express the idea of freedom. We observe, how- 
ever, that just conceptions on this subject are 
found everywhere in the Bible, although they 
are expressed in popular rather than in philoso- 
phical language. So, when God is said in the 
Bible to bestow blessings when he will, and to 
be severe when he will, the meaning is, not that 
he acts like a tyrant, in passion, or according to 
blind caprice, but that he does that which in his 
infinite wisdom he sees to be best. Thus 1 Cor. 
xii. 11; Isaiah, xlv. 9,10. We regard human 
rulers as happy on account of the great freedom 
they possess, and their independence of external 
control ; they possess the right of pardoning, of 
condemning, &c. Now the popular language 
of the Bible ascribes to God this unlimited use 
of freedom, which we consider as the prerogative 
of earthly princes and rulers. But this language 
must be interpreted in such a way as not to in- 
volve those imperfections which belong only to 
men. From this language it must not be sup- 
posed that when God pardons or condemns ac- 
cording to his own will, he acts, as human rulers 
often do, from passion or caprice; for there is no 
true freedom where the will is not obedient to 
the understanding. When God, therefore, pros- 
pers and exalts one particular individual or a 
whole nation, and afflicts and depresses another, 
in so doing he acts freely—i. e., for wise reasons, 
though they may be inscrutable to us, and not 
from wilfulness or caprice. But from the fact 
that we cannot see the reasons for what God 
does, we are Sometimes disposed to think that 
he has none in his own mind, and that he acts 
im an arbitrary manner; and as we think we 
asually express ourselves, The popular lan- 
guage, therefore, which seems to affirm that God 
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decides and acts in an arbitrary manner, often 
means no more than that we are ignorant of the 
reasons which influence his aecisions and con- 
duct. Vide Morus, p. 51, note. And in this 
sense God’s government, even in the intellectuas 
and moral world, is free; to one people he gives 
more religious knowledge and more advantages 
for mental improvement, to another less; and 
what he bestows at one time he takes away at 
another. Cf. Ephes. i. 4—14. To us short- 
sighted beings there often appears to be some- 
thing unjust, contradictory, and inexplicable in 
all this. At such times there is nothing more 
quieting than the firm conviction that God wills 
and acts with the most perfect freedom—i. e., 
according to the views of his understanding, by 
which he always knows infallibly what is best. 
The passage Rom. ix. is one of the most im- 
portant in relation to this subject. Paul here 
contends against the error of the Jews, that God 
preferred their nation to all others, and looked 
upon them with exclusive favour. The Jews be- 
lieved that God could not reject them, and could 
not transfer to others the blessings he had be- 
stowed upon them. Paul undertakes to shew 
that, on the contrary, God proceeded freely in 
the dispensation of his benefits; that he did not 
govern himself by the supposed deSerts or the 
personal efforts of men; and that men could not 
presume in this matter to prescribe to him, or 
to complain of his government. Verse 11, (va 
n xat’ ixroyny mpdseots tov Ozov wévy—i. e., the 
will of God (éxaoyn, Libertas in eligendo, as Jo- 
sephus uses it) must be acknowledged to be 
free. (Cf. the phrase eddoxia, Seajuaros, Eph. 
i. 5, 11,) Ver. 7, seq., Abraham had many chil- 
dren, but Isaac only received the promise. Ver. 
10, seq., Isaac had two sons, Jacob and Esau, 
born at the same time. God made the posterity 
of the one to be subject to that of the other 
From these and other examples Paul now con- 
cludes, ver. 18, that God éy Sénec, érccee Sy 88 
Séret, oxanprvvet, (Job, xxxix>16.) Cf. ver. 15. 
édenow dy dv EAsO, xat olxreupyow ov ay Ox T ELPA: 
quoted from Exod. xxxiii. 19, I bestow bless- 
ings at pleasure (pro lubitu), on whomsoever I 
will, according to my infallible wisdom. Paul 
afterwards, ver. 22, mentions some reasons why 
God frequently proceeds in this way. He does 
so sometimes, to deter men from wickedness, by 
a display of his anger, or in some manner to pro- 
mote the general good; but should we in any 
case be unable to discover these reasons, we 
must humbly acquiesce in the divine will, ver. 
20,21. This passage, therefore, does not treat 
of the predestination of particular men to happi- 
ness or misery by an absolute decree. This pre- 
destination is not absolute, but dependent on the 
fulfilment of certain conditions on the part of 
man. In this passage Paul is speaking of the 
general government of the world, and of the o1 
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dering of tne external circumstances of indivi- 
duals and nations; and he says that in this mat- 
ter God is not confined to those rules by which 
we might think his conduct should be regulated. 
He acts on principles and maxims which; though 
perfectly wise, are often wholly beyond our com- 
prehension. Vide Noesselt, Opusc. ad Inter. 
S.S.—Interpr. Gramm, c. ix. ep. ad Rom.— 
Fasc. 1, p. 125, seq. 


IL. Immutability of the Divine Will. 


The immutability of the will of God results 
from that of his nature; vide s. 20, ad finem. 
Since his will is always founded upon his per- 
fect knowledge, and his judgment is infallible 
with regard to whatever it may relate, he cannot 
he supposed to fluctuate in his choice. The mu- 
tability of the human will is owing to the un- 
certainty and defectiveness of human knowledge. 
The Bible often speaks of the unchangeableness 
of the divine will. Psalm xxxiii. 10, 11, « Je- 
hovah bringeth the counsel of the heathen to 
nought; but his counsel standeth for ever.” 
Ps, cxix. 89—91, Rom. xi. 29, duerauéanra 
zapiopata @zcov. 1 Sam. xv. 29, “ He is nota 
man, that he should repent;” coll. s.20. When 
therefore we meet with texts in which God is 
said to 1epent, (as Gen. vi. 7,) or in which he is 
said to have done differently from his intentions, 
(as Isa. xxxviii. 1, seq.; Jonah, iii. 9,) we must 
interpret them so as to be consistent with his per- 
fections; for Moses and the prophets well knew 
that God was not aman, that he shouldrepent, Num. 
xxiii. 19. These representations become consist- 
ent when we consider that whenever an event 
occurred otherwise than had been expected, or af- 
fairs took a turn, under the divine government or 
permission, different from what had been com- 
mon in human experience, then, in the customary 
dialect of antiquity, God was said to repent and 
alter his purpose. 


Ill. Efficacy of the Divine Will. 


Whatever God wills, that he can accomplish ; 
and his power has no limitations. And this is 
his omnipotence, which, as a necessary attribute 
of the divine nature, was considered in s. 21. 


SECTION XXVII. 


GENERAL REMARKS ON THE MORAL ATTRIBUTES 
OF THE DIVINE WILL. 


1. We ascribe fruth or veracity to God, so far 
as whatever he reveals or declares, directly or 
indirectly, is true and certain, s. 28. 

2. We ascribe goodness or benevolence to God, 
so far as he is disposed to bestow upon his crea- 
tures all that happiness of which they are sus- 
ceptible; s. 28. 

3. We ascribe holiness to God, so far as he 
possesses all moral perfections, and consequent- 
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ly loves what is good, and hates what is evils 
8. 29. 

4. We ascribe justice to God, so far as he exs 
hibits his love of goodness and hatred of wick- 
edness, in his dealings with his creatures; s, 
30, 31. 

Note.—Leibnitz, in his Theodicée, (p. ii. s 
151,) considers the holiness of God as nothing 
else than his supreme goodness, or benevolence. 
In the same manner he explains the justice of 
God, and in this respect is followed by Wolf, 
Baumgarten, Eberhard, and many other modern 
philosophers and theologians, especially those 
belonging to the school of Wolf. The last-men- 
tioned writer, following the example of Leib- 
nitz, defines the justice of God, benignitas ad 
leges sapientix temperata; others define it still 
more briefly, the relative goodness of God. 

These philosophers were led thus to refine 
upon the idea of justice, by the desire to obviate 
the objections to which the common idea of it 
appeared to be exposed. There can be no doubt 
of the truth which they affirm, that the goodness 
of God is relative; and whenever we speak of 
the divine holiness or justice, we must proceed 
on the principle, that the goodness of God is 
always directed by his wisdom, and is always 
and wholly relative, since he bestows blessings 
upon his creatures in exact proportion to their 
susceptibility for receiving them. But while 
this is true, the definition of divine justice given 
by Leibnitz is not, considered as a definition, 
sufficiently precise and accurate, as Kant has 
shewn. Withont going at large into the objec- 
tions which might be urged against it, it will be 
enough for our present purpose to observe, in the 
first place, that it is not sufficiently intelligible, 
and cannot be conveniently used, at least in 
popular instruction; and, in the second place, 
that it does not exhibit the common idea con- 
nected with this term, which is of itself proof 
enough that it is not just asa definition. We 
feel at once, on hearing this definition, that there 
is something wanting to complete the idea. 
When we are contemplating the nature of God, 
we consider it, after the analogy of human be- 
ings, as different according to the different ob- 
jects about which it is employed. On this com- 
mon mode of conception the common use of lan- 
guage is built, and in conformity with this usage 
we must make a distinction between the good- 
ness, holiness, aud justice of God, especially as 
the scripture follows this common usage. Now 
the object of the holiness of God is, general, uni- 
versal good; of his justice and benevolence, the 
welfare of his creatures. We here see how 
closely connected these ideas are, ard wha in- 
duced Leibnitz to define them as he did. but, 
following the general usage, we make the fol- 
lowing distinction in the employment of these 
terms: one is ca!led good or benevolent who is 
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inclined to benefit another, qui bene cwpit, vult ; 
one is called holy, in respect to the purity and 
blamelessness of his disposition,—one who loves 
what is good, and hates what is evil, gua recte, 
sentit, sanetus est; just, who acts according to 
this disposition, qui recté agit, and who there- 
fore actively exhibits his pleasure in what is 
good, and displeasure at what is evil. But 
since God has no other end but to promote the 
welfare of his creatures, he acts, even when he 
proceeds with justice, at the same time benevo- 
lently ; and even those things which we call evils 
and punishments, from the manner in which they 
affect us, are only so many results and proofs 
of the divine goodness, as we shall shew here- 


after. 


SECTION XXVIII. 
OF THE VERACITY AND THE GOODNESS OF GOD. 


I. The Truth or Veracity of God. 


Tus attribute of God is sometimes divided 
into metaphysical (interna) and moral (externa). 
By the former is meant merely that he is the 
true God, in opposition to false, imaginary dei- 
ties ; and in this sense he is called nox ds, pray bs, 
Ts. xlv. 213 @2d5 danSwos, 1 John, v. 20; John, 
xvil. 3. But we here speak of the truth of God 
in the moral sense; and by this is meant that he 
is true in all which he declares or reveals, and 
that he does not alter from what he has once 
spoken; ddvvarov Yevoacsar @eov, says Paul, 
Heb. vi. 18. This attribute is also designated 
in the Bible by the words nnx, mnDs, prs, 1, 
danSevas and opposed to it is falsehood, varia- 
bleness in speech, trustlessness, 4pv', xv’, nDID, 
Jevdos, x. 7.2. This attributeimplies, 

1. That the instruction which God gives us 
contains no untruths or contradictions. Hence 
it is called in the scriptures, xaz’ Soyzv, nox, 
aaySevar and Christ says, John, xvii. 17, 6 Aovyos 


5 ods danSecaéors. Cf. Ps. xix. 8; exix. 75, 138. | 


2. That all the divine promises and commi- 
nations are sure, and will be accomplished with- 
out fail. Since the will of God is zmmutable, 
(s. 26, No. II.), whatever he has once an- 
nounced as his will must inevitably take place. 
So far as he fulfils his promise or threatening, 


promise of the Lord is faithful, and everything 
which he does ts truth.” 2 Cor. i. 18, ie 
@zds, and ver. 20, ** the divine promises which 
are given through Jesus Christ (év aia, se. 
Xpor@, ver. 19), are rd vat, xad 2d dute—i. es, 
jirm, sure. Yor Ocov is opposed to the amtoria 
Gwdparov, Rom. iii. 3. An important passage 
in this connexion. is found in Ps. exix. 89—91, 
This passage contains a proof of the certainty 
of the divine promise, and the immutability of 
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the divine laws drawn from a comparison of 
them with the laws of the natural world. Sure 
and immutable as are the laws of the material 
world, so sure are those laws by which God 
proceeds in fulfilling his declarations, in reward- 
ing virtue and punishing vice ; and foolish as it 
would be to blame the former, equally foolish 
is itto blame the latter. Cf. Prov. vili. 22—26. 

The Bible gives great prominence to this at- 
tribute of God, and justly, considering the in- 
fluence which a belief in it must have in pro- 
moting piety and godliness. Wide Heb. xi. 6, 
seq.; Rom. iv. 3. This conviction, and the 
confidence flowing from it, is called by the very 
same name as the attribute itself,—viz., wiores* 
the opposite of which is dusria. But the Bible 
represents God as faithful in fulfilling his threats 
as well as his promises. Heb. iv. 12, isa class- 
ical text upon this subject. Za» yap 6 royos tov 
Ozov, xal Evepy7js, xaL TOMTEPOS DrtEp Aaoay mayat- 
par ScoTOuor, x+ Te Any AL xpLTixds EYSUMTCEOY XOL 
évvora xapdcas, ** The theatening of God, (aoyos 
zov @zov) is active and efficacious, (Cav xau 
évepyys, not vain and empty,) and sharper than 
any two edged sword, &c.; and he sits in judg- 
ment on the thoughts and purposes of the heart.”” 
The gospel is not more full and explicit in its 
promises to those who comply with its condi- 
tions, than in its threatenings against those who 
reject them. ; 

Note.—Some passages of the Bible seem, at 
first view, to be inconsistent with the veracity 
of God. On this point we may remark that 
there are some truths which are not intended for 
all men of all ages, and which would do more 
hurt than good if exhibited indiscriminately, 
without regard to the circumstances of those to 
whom they may be addressed. The question 
therefore arises, whenever Wwe undertake to in- 
struct our fellow-men, whether this or that 
truth will be useful to them; whether they are 
able to bear it; or whether, considering their 
circumstances, it may not do them more hurt 
than good? To teach men those truths which 
they are not prepared to receive, is like putting 
useful instruments into the hands of a child, 
who can turn them to no account, and may per- 
haps injure himself by using them, and is there- 
fore inconsistent with true prudence, and with 
an enlightened regard for their welfare. This 
is a maxim which must be adopted by all who 
engage in the work of instruction and educa 
tion, or who are in any way conversant with 
men. It is indeed liable to abuse, and has been 
abused by human teachers, but it is true not 
withstanding ; and we are warranted by all the 
divine perfections to believe that it will not be 
abused by God, while, at the same time, we 
believe that his wisdom and goodness must lead 
him to proceed in accordance with it, in his deal 
ings with men. And so we find, that God has 
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eometimes withheld particular truths from men, 
or has indulged them in particular prejudices 
and errors, and this in perfect consistency with 
his veracity ; since it would have been attended 
with injury for him, considering the circum- 
stances of men at that particular period of the 
world, to have substituted better views in place 
of those wliich prevailed among them. The 
Old Testament furnishes many instances in 
which prevailing prejudices were indulged, and 
many truths were left for a time in comparative 
obscurity, and a more clear revelation was de- 
ferred to a distant period, when men should be- 
come more capable of receiving it. Thus God 
sometimes exhibits in his dealings with men 
what the Grecian philosophers call ovyxaraSaots, 
a condescension to the views and capacities of 
men, which is as indispensable in the education 
of nations, and of the whole human race, as in 
that of individuals. Vide Dr. Senff, Von der 
Herablassung Gottes. 

As an instance of this condescension, we may 
mention the fact, that God sometimes appears 
to remit something of the severity of his threat- 
enings. And this he does in accommodation to 
our views of his character; somewhat, in this 
case, as the father remits the severity of the 
punishment which is due to his child, in order 
to inspire him with more confidence, and to con- 
vince him, inan unexpected manner, of his entire 
affection. Cf. Jonah, iii. 4, coll. ver. 9, 10, and 
iv.2,9—11. Add to this, that while some of 
the promises and threatenings of God are uncon- 
ditional and absolute, (such as the promise of a 
numerous posterity to Abraham, and the threat- 
ening of the servitude of the posterity of Esau,) 
most of them are conditional, and depend upon 
the obedience or disobedience of those to whom 
they are addressed ; but that this condition is 
sometimes so obvious from the nature of the 
case, or in some other way so well known, that 
_ it is not expressed in words, but only tacitly 
implied—e. g., Jonah, iii.iv. Another example 
which must be explained on this principle of 
the condescension of God to the views of men, 
and the conceptions prevailing in any parti- 
cular age, is the sacrifice which Abraham was 
required to make of his son Isaac, Gen. xxii. 
2, seq. Morus, p. 54. Still another instance 
of the condescension of God to human opinions 
and customs: men are accustomed to regard an 
oath: as preeminently sacred ; God, therefore, in 
order to shew that his declarations agree per- 
fectly with his mind and will, swears that they 
are true, Heb. vi. 13, seq. 

It may be remarked, in general, that the more 
any one is acquainted with the history of men, 
and with the mode in which they expressed 
themselves in ancient times, and which still pre- 
vails among the common people at the present 
day, the less will the phraseology of the Bible 
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appear obscure, strange, or revolting. In this 
view the study of Homer may be highly recom- 
tended to theologians, For they are peculiarly 
liable, from their familiarity with technical and 
philosophical phraseology, to misunderstand 
such representations as those under considera- 
tion, and which are perfectly intelligible to plain 
and practical men. The latter find little diffi- 
culty in understanding the most figurative re- 
presentations of the Bible, and in entering into 
their full spirit, because they are familiar with 
such representations; whereas men of learned 
pursuits find great difficulty even in obtaining 
the meaning of a figurative and popular phrase- 
ology, and greater still in making use of it in 
their instructions. They have too little inter- 
course with men in the common walks of life. 
This is a common fault with us alk 


Il. The Goodness or Love of God. 


This attribute consists in the determination 
or inclination of the will of God to bestow upon 
his creatures all the good of which they are sus- 
ceptible. It is ascribed to God, because it 
forms an essential part of that character which 
we must ascribe to him as the most perfect be- 
ing. Itis proved in the clearest manner by the 
fact, that God has so created and constituted the 
universe, that the whole, and each particular 
portion, possesses that degree of perfection and 
well-being of which it is susceptible. It is also 
proved in the preservation and government of 
the world, in a manner which must be perfectly 
satisfactory to every rational being. The proof 
of the divine goodness derived from the benevo- 
lent constitution of nature may be exhibited in 
avery intelligible and practical manner, and on 
this account is frequently employed in the holy 
scriptures. ‘The passage in which this proof is 
exhibited most fully and distinctly is Psalm 
civ., a good commentary on which may be 
found in Cicero, Nat. Deor. ii. 39. Cicero 
says, very truly, (Nat. Deor. i. 44,) that all re- 
ligious and pious feeling would cease, if love 
and benevolence were denied to God. If we 
would excite the heart to affection, obedience, 
and gratitude towards God, and warm it with 
religious sentiments, we must bring to view the 
divine benevolence. John therefore declares, in 
his first epistle, iv. 8, 16, sds 7 ayann, and 
Plato says, God is beauty and love ttse/f. But 
in order that this truth may have its full effect, 
every one should consider how much goodness 
God has shewn to him as an individual. The 
Bible directs our attention particularly to those 
proofs of the divine benevolence, commonly less 
regarded, which appear in all which God has 
done, from time to time, to bring men to happi- 
ness, in his great plan of instruction and sal va~ 
tion. The texts which treat of the blessings 
conferred by Christianity belong to this com 
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nexion—viz., John, iii. 16; 1 John, iv. 9, 10; 
Rom. v. 6—12; Tit. ii, 11—14. This great 
proof of the love of God is called, by way of 
eminence, 7 dyann, xapts. Morus, p. 56, n. 7. 
For a further discussion of this subject, vide the 
Articles concerning Divine Providence, and con- 
cerning Christ. dae cave 
The love of God has different names given 1t 
in the Bible, according to the different ways in 
which it is expressed, and the different relations 
which it bears to his creatures, and their condi- 
tion. “DN 7m, yapes, tacos, are very common 
names, signifying wnmerited love or goodness, 
and implying God’s greatness, and our unwor- 
thiness. 73 is another common name for this 
attribute; whence dixcosdvy in the New Testa- 
ment often signifies benevolence. These He- 
brew words are sometimes rendered by wya3o- 
ovr and ypyordens. So far as the love of God 
has respect to men in general, it is called phi- 
lanthropy,. ov.0vSpornia @cov, Tit. ili, 4; and 
from the possession of it, God is called the 
father of men. The texts in which this is done 
are cited in Morus, p. 55,n.1. So far as the 
love of God has respect to the miserable and the 
suffering, itis called pity and compassion, mise- 
ricordia, benevolentia erga miseros, DDN, 7a 
onnayxva @zov, treos. Men in this condition 
have the promise given them that God will pro- 
tect and comfort them, and provide a way for 
their deliverance where they could see none. 
And to such persons it must be an inexpressible 
consolation that God has not merely enabled 
them to attain a hope, in the use of their reason, 
that he would assist and stand by them, but has 
expressly promised them that he will certainly 
do this. To the afflicted nothing can be more 
consoling than the swre promise of God; and 
of this the religious teacher should be mindful 
in his instructions. So far as the love of God 
is exercised in deferring or abating deserved 
punishments, it is called forbearance, long-suf- 


Jering, patience, indulgence, oy28 TIS, Maxpose- ; 


pia, dvoyn, Psa. ciii. 8, seq.; Rom. ii. 43 ix. 22. 

The love of God is described in the scrip- 
tures as, 

1. Universal and impartial. God bestows 
upon each of his creatures as much good as he 
is capable of receiving, Philo says, Ov xpos 7d 
péyesos evepyérer (6 @s0s) tov advop xapitrav— 
mpds d& tas tor EVEPYETOUMEVOY Suvamers? ov yap 
(ag rEpuxen 5 Oxds sd moveey, ora xad TO yevousvor 
ev mac xerv x72. De Opif. Mundi, p. 13, ed. 
Pf. This is the great principle upon which 
God proceeds in the distribution of his favours, 
whether greater or smaller, more or less fre- 
quent. Psa. exlv. 9, «* The Lord is good to all; 
and his tender mercies are over all his works,”’ 
Cf. Psa. xxxvi. 7; ciii. 11—13, «For as the 
heaven is high above the earth, so great is his 
mercy toward them that fear him,” &c. This 
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doctrine of the universal and impartial love of 
God, though it was believed and taught by the 
prophets of the Old Testament, was for the first 
time exhibited in its true light and in its whole 
extent in the New Testament, in opposition to 
the prejudices of the Jews, which very much 
limited the divine goodness. To assert, how- 
ever, that the teachers of the Old Testamen:, 
and especially Moses, were wholly destitute of 
correct ideas respecting the love of God, is very 
untrue; and the contrary may be proved from 
innumerable passages of scripture. Vide, e. &., 
Exodus, xxxiv. 6,7; Num. xiv. 17,18. The 
blame of their mistaken views of this subject 
rested upon the great body of the Jewish nation, 
and not upon their teachers. The moral percep- 
tions of the Jews were so perverted that they 
misunderstood what they were taught respecting 
the moral attributes of God. 

2. Unmerited, gratuitous. And in this re- 
spect, particularly, the love of God is called 
zaps, 10, Rom. iv. 4, seq.; x1. 5. There is no 
opinion more prejudicial to the interests of true 
morality than the opinion so prevalent among 
the Jews at the time of Christ, and recurring 
under different forms in every age of the chureh, 
that the love of God can be merited or procured 
by men; and accordingly there is no opinion 
which was more opposed by the writers of the 
New Testament. It is impossible that desert 
of any kind should come into consideration with 
love, as such; for wherever desert is regarded, 
love must be exchanged for obligaiion, Rom. iv. 
4, seq. The free goodness of God is never ex- 
ercised, however, inconsistently with his wis- 
dom and justice. Hence the pious may always 
be sure that rewards will be bestowed upon 
them by God; while the wicked can have no 
such expectation, Rom. ii. 4, 5. Cf. Thomas 
Balguy, Divine Benevolence Asserted, trans- 
lated into German by J. A. Eberhard. 


SECTION XXIX. 
OF THE HOLINESS OF GOD. 


Tue holiness of God, in the general notion of 
it, is his moral perfection—that attribute by 
which all moral imperfection is removed from 
his nature. The holiness of the will of God is 
that, therefore, by which he chooses, necessa- 
rily and invariably, what is morally good, and 
refuses what is morally evil. The holiness and 
justice of God are, in reality, one and the same 
thing; the distinction consists in this only, that 
holiness denotes the internal inclination of the 
divine will—the disposition of God; and jus- 
tice, the expression of the same by actions. 
Vide s. 27, ad finem. This attribute implies, 

1. That no sinful or wicked inclination can 
be found in God. Hence he is said, James, i. 
13, coll. 17, to be dnstpaords xaxcv, incapable 
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of being tempted to evil, (notin the active sense, 
as it is rendered by the Vulgate and Luther ;) 
and in 1 John, i. 5, to be light, and without dark- 
ness—i. e., holy, and without sin. Inthis sense 
he is called ~wn9, xaSapds dyvos, 1 John, iii. 3; 
also DNA, axAados, integer, Psa. xviii. 31. The 
older writers described this by the word dya- 
wdornros, tmpeecabilis. [The sinlessness of God 
is also designated in the New Testament by the 
words zénecos, Matt. v. 48; and ootos, Rev. 
xvi. 5.) 

%. That he never chooses what is false and 
deceitful, but only what is truly good—what 
his perfect intelligence recognises as such ; and 
that he is therefore the most perfect teacher, 
and the highest exemplar of moral goodness. 
Hence the Bible declares that he looks with 
displeasure upon wicked, deceitful courses, Psa. 
1. 16, seq.; v. 5, (Thou. hatest all workers of 
iniquity ;) but that, on the contrary, he regards 
the pious with favour, Psa. v. 7,83 xv. 1, seq. ; 
XViil. 26, seq.; xxxiii. 18. Cf. the texts cited 
by Morus, p. 47, s. 11, note3—5. The ground, 
therefore, of the holiness God is in his under- 
standing and the freedom of his will. Vide 
8. 26. 

As to the use of the words wap and ayvos, 
some philologists (particularly Zacharia, Bi- 
blische Theologia, th. i. s. 240, f.) remark, that 
they are never used in the scriptures, with 
reference to God, in the sense here ascribed 
to them, bat rather describe him as the object 
of awe and veneration. And itis true that this 
is their prevailing meaning—e. g., Isa. vi. 9; 
John, xvii. 11, (ayce xarep ;) and that according- 
ly dyifeosae signifies, to be esteemed venerable, to 
be reverenced. Still these words are in many 
passages applied to God undeniably in a moral 
sense—e. g., Lev. xix. 2, ** Be ye holy, for I am 
holy ;” cf. 1 Pet. i. 14—16. Thus also éccorns 
Eph. iv. 24, and dycasiwn, aycacnos, by which 
all moral perfection is so frequently designated, 
especially in the New Testament. The differ- 
ent meanings of the words. vp and dys stand 
connected clearly in the following manner (cf. 
s. 126)—viz. these words signify (a) the being 
externally pure—e. g.,2 Sam. xi. 4; Lev. xi. 
43, 44; xx. 7, 25, 26, &c.5 (0) the being sepa- 
cate, since we are accustomed to divide what is 
pure from what is impure, and to cast away the 
Jatter; and therefore (ce) the possessing of any 
kind of external advantage, distinetion, or worth ; 
e0 the Jews were said to be holy to God, in op- 
position to others, who were xowol, profane, 
zommon, unconseerated. Then everything which 
was without imperfection, disgrace, or blemish, 
was called holy; and vnp, Gr/108, sacrosanctus, 
zame thus to signify what was inviolable, Isa. 
iv. 3; 1 Cor. iii, 17, (hence wapr, asylum.) 
They were then used in the more limited sense 
af chaste, (like the Latin sanctitas)—a sense in 
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which they are sometimes used in the New 
Testament—e. g., 1 Thess. iv. 3, 7, (ef. Wolf, 
in loc.;) but not always, as Stange supposes, 
(Symmikta, II. 268, f.) They then came to 
denote any or all iniernal, moral perfection; 
and finally, perfection, in the general notion of 
it, as exclusive of all imperfection. Cf. Morua, 
p. 47, 8. 11. 


SECTION XXX. 
OF THE JUSTICE OF GOD. 


THE justice of God is that attribute by which 
he actively exhibits his approbation of what is 
good, and his disapprobation of what is evil. 
It is therefore the same in essence with his holi- 
ness, vide s. 29. So far as God has compla- 
cency in what is good he is called holy ; so far 
as he exhibits this complacency in his actual 
procedure in the government of the world he is 
called just. The word holiness, accordingly, 
refers rather to the internal disposition of God ; 
and justice, to the display or outward manifesta- 
tion of this disposition in his actual government. 
Both of these attributes stand in close connex- 
ion with the divine benevolence; they may be 
deduced from it, and indeed must be regarded 
as expressions of it. Cf. the remarks made on 
this subject and on the definition of Leibnitz, s. 
27, note. 

Respecting the biblical use of the words p»4x, 
pis, and dvxacos. In its primary, original mean- 
ing, pyas doubtless denotes what is fit, suited, 
adapted to a particular end, appropriate, right. 
The Greek Sixasos has the same signification as 
Sixacos tnztos, Sixavoy Gpua, x. 7. A, also the 
Latin justus, the German gerecht, and the Eng- 
lish right. These words came afterwards to 
denote one who aets justly and rightly, a virtuous 
man in the moral sense.- Accordingly p73, and 
Sixavootvy (both in the Septuagint and in the 
New Testament) signify virtwe, piety, also 
truth, (Isaiah, xlii. 6,) veracity, fidelity, honesty, 
goodness, beneficence, alms, and then what is 
more properly called justice, as exercised in 
courts. Hence 91730, dixaovr, signify, to acquet, 
pronounce innocent, pardon, and in general, to 
favour. The proper meaning must in each case 
be determined by the connexion. 

God exhibits to men his complacency in what 
is good and useful, and his. disapprobation of 
what is evil and injurious, in two ways :—(1) 
By /aws and various institutes, which are in- 
tended to teach as, on the one hand, what is 
good and salutary, and on the other, what is 
evil and injurious, in order that we may know 
how to regulate our feelings and our conduct. 
This is called legislative justice (justitia legisla 
toria, sive antccedens, sive dispositiva.) (2) By 
actions, in which he manifests his approbation 
of what is good, and of those who practise its 


118 


and his disapprobation of what is evil, and of 
those who live wickedly. This is called reér7- 
butive justice, (justitia retributiva, judicearta, 
recloria, distributiva, compensatrix, consequens.) 
Since this division, which has long been com- 
mon in the schools of theology and philosophy, 
is founded in truth, we shall here adopt it, after 
the example of Morus. The same thing may 
be expressed in other words, as follows :—God, 
as he is holy, accurately estimates the distinc- 
tion between what is morally good and evil, 
and accordingly between the good and evil ac- 
tions of men; he has made known to men this 
distinction by means of his laws, (to a know- 
ledge of which we are led by reason, scripture, 
and experience,) and upon this he insists ; and 
that men may not only know the difference be- 
tween good and evil, but experience and feel it, 
he has inseparably connected certain necessary 
advantages (rewards) with what is good, and 
disadvantages (punishments) with what is evil. 
We proceed, therefore, to treat, 


I. The Legislative Justice of God. 


All the divine laws have respect to the true 
welfare of men, since they prescribe what is 
good and useful, and forbid the contrary. Vide 
Psalm xix. 8—12; Rom. xii. 2, @iayua @zov 7d 
Byasoy xo epapecroy xar cérevov. ‘The divine 
laws are commonly divided into— 

1. Natwral—i. e., such as necessarily flow 
from the constitution of human nature. They 
may be learned from human reason and con- 
science, and are constantly alluded to, repeated, 
explained, and enlarged by the Bible. Cf. 
Introduction, s. 3. 

2. Arbitrary, or positive. Such are those 
which stand in no necessary connexion with 
human nature, and cannot therefore be discover- 
ed or demonstrated by reason, but depend mere- 
ly upon the express command of God. They 
are not written upon the human heart, but made 
known to us by God from without. Among 
positive laws may be counted those which con- 
cern the institution of public worship and the 
ritual, also the political precepts of Moses, and 
many other precepts and doctrines of religion 
contained in the scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament. 

The common belief is, that such positive pre- 
cepts have been given by God both to Jews and 
Christians. And this belief is justified by the 
following reasons :—(1) Positive precepts are 
useful as affording to men an exercise of obedi- 
ence, piety, and devotion, A father often im- 
poses upon a child an arbitrary rule in order 
to accustom it to obedience, or with some other 
wise intent ; but always with the good of the 
child in view, although the child may not be 
able to understand the why and the wherefore. 
Positive precepts should therefore always be 
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obeyed, although they may not appear to us ts 
have any natural or obvious connexion with our 
welfare; for they are given by God, who can- 
not command anything without reference to our 
good. (2) All experience shews that even the 
most cultivated men, when left to themselves, 
fall into absurd religious observances and forrns 
of worship. It cannot, therefore, be improper 
for God to prescribe even arbitrary services, 
and to give positive laws and doctrines re- 
lating to religion. (3) By being expressly 
revealed and positively prescribed, even natu- 
ral laws may obtain a positive authority, re- 
ceive a more solemn sanction, and thus exert 
a better influence. They may be explained, 
confirmed, enlarged, and enforced by positive 
precepts. But since positive precepts are de- 
signed in many cases to promote particular ob- 
jects, which cannot be known from the nature 
of things, they are not necessarily wnversal and 
unalterable, unless they are declared to be so by 
God; nor are they binding upon persons who, 
without any fault of their own, remain unac- 
quainted with them. 

Many, on the contrary, deny that God has 
given any positive precepts, and consider them 
all as of human origin. They pretend, that 
much harm has been and will be done in human 
society by pleading a divine origin for positive 
precepts and doctrines. So thought Tindal, and 
many of the English rationalists, and the same 
opinion has lately been expressed by Dr. Stein- 
bart in his System der reinen Gliickseligkeits- 
lehre, s. 62—71, 130, ff. Many of the ancient 
Grecian philosophers, too, believed that the 
supposition that God had given positive precepts 
was merely a popular error, since all which were 
affirmed to be such were obviously contrived by 
men, and promulgated under the divine authori- 
ty. In opposition to this argument, Ernesti 
wrote his Vindicie arbitrii divini in religione 
constituenda, Opusc. Theol., p. 187, seq. He 
was strongly opposed by Téllner, in his In 
quiry, Utrum Deus ex mero arbitrio potesta- 
tem suam legislatoriam exerceat; also by Eber- 
hard in his Apologie des Sokrates, th. i. But 
no objections which are merely 4 priori can dis- 
prove the existence of positive precepts. 

The following arguments have been used to 
render the objection to positive laws somewhat 
plausible :—(1) It is thought that experience 
proves that the promulgation of positive laws 
which are received as of divine origin, exposes 
natural Jaws to be neglected and transgressed, 
and in proof of this the example of the Israelites 
and Christians is adduced. To this it is justly 
replied, that the abuse of a thing does not pre- 
vent its proper use. The fact that many have 
made an improper use of positive precepts can- 
not prove that they are without use, injurious, 
and reprehensible, and that they cannot be of 
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divine origin. le most useful objects and the 
most benevolent arrangements in the. natural 
world have often been abused by men; but this 
is no proof that they were not made and appoint- 
ed by God. (2) Oppressive burdens and severe 
and intolerable laws, it is said, will be imposed 
upon men, on pretence of divine authority, 
wherever the existence of positive laws is ad- 
mitted; and in proof of this, the history of the 
Jews is again referred to. To this it may be re- 
plied, that these very pretended divine laws have 
made it so much the more necessary for God to 
interpose in our behalf by his own positive com- 
mands. Again: the evil consequences spoken 
of do not flow from positive divine ordinances, 
but from arbitrary human ordinances, which 
men have falsely pretended to be divine. In 
reply, it is said that both experience and his- 
tory teach that it must be difficult to distin- 
guish between those laws which are really of 
divine origin and those which are only pretended 
to be such. (3) God founded and arranged 
everything so wisely in the beginning that no 
alterations or additions in the established natural 
laws are necessary ; and that he should do what 
is unnecessary cannot, it is said, be supposed. 
To this it may be replied, that positive divine 
precepts do not alter, contradict, annul, or in 
any way repeal, the natural laws. To prove, 
& priori, either that positive laws do not exist or 
are unnecessary, is quite impossible. Whether 
there are or are not positive laws is a question 
of fact; and if it can be shewn that positive di- 
vine precepts actually exist, all reasoning to the 
contrary, @ priort, is of no avail. If no evil ex- 
isted in the world, our philosophers would prove 
2 priort, from all the attributes of God, that a 
world in which evil should exist was utterly 
impossible. But since the existence of evil is 
beyond a doubt, they must be content to shew 
how it is reconcilable with the divine attributes. 
Cf. Morus, p. 48—50, s. 12. 

Note.—The following remarks shall suffice 
us, without going further into the philosophical 
investigation of this disputed point. The his- 
tory of man in all ages shews that the natural 
obligation to perform certain duties cannot be 
made intelligible to the greater part of mankind 
by merely rational considerations. and proofs. 
They depend upon authority ; and if authority 
be wisely employed, more influence over their 
minds is obtained than in any other way. Nor 
is this the case with the ignorant and illiterate 
only, but almost equally with the learned and 
educated, though they are unwilling to acknow- 
ledge or believe it. ‘The authority of God must, 
of course, exert a more powerful influence over 
tite mind than any other authority. Hence from 
the earliest times, and even arnong the heathen 
nations, the natural Jaw has been promulged, as 
if expressly and orally given by God. Men felt 
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the necessity of having positive divine precepts. 
They must also of necessity have some external 
rites and ceremonies addressed to ihe senses in 
their worship of Cod. But to secure to these 
rites and ceremonies (so necessary and beneficial 
to men) the needful authority, and a truly so- 
lemn sanction, they were prescribed even among 
the heathen, by those who contrived them, as 
coming directly from God. ‘The ancient legis- 
lators published even their cévi/ laws in the same 
way, and with a similar intention. Hence 
among the Grecians, Romans, and Mahoim- 
medans, as well as the Israelites, the civil and 
religious laws were interwoven and united. 
Can it now appear surprising, inconsistent, or 
contrary to the natural expectations of men, for 
God to publish positive laws among the Israel- 
ites, under his own authority, by Moses and the 
prophets? By his doing so, the Jews might be 
preserved from all the positive laws which men 
would otherwise have imposed upon them. If 
it is once conceded that authority is necessary 
for men, and that the authority of God has and 
must have greater weight than any other, then 
for God to publish laws on his own authority 
must be considered as highly beneficial. Whe- 
ther he has actually done so, by means of im- 
mediate revelation; whether universally or toa 
particular people; are questions of fact which 
depend upon testimony, and cannot be deter- 
mined a priort. Vide Introduction, s. 2, 3. 
The writers of the Old and New Testament 
consider the fact, that God made known his will 
to the Israelites, and gave them laws, as one of 
their principal advantages over other people, 
Psalm exlvii. 20; Rom. iii. 2. But the positive 
laws given to the Israelites are, in part, of such 
a nature, that they cannot and ought not to be 
universally observed. They were mostly in- 
tended only for a particular age, a single people, 
country, and climate. By degrees, as circum- 
stances changed, they were found deficient and 
inadequate, and gave occasion to various abuses, 
At this juncture Christianity appeared. It pro- 
mulgated the law of nature on divine authority, 
as had been done in the former dispensation. 
But with this, its founder enacted various posi- 
tive religious precepts and laws, which, how- 
ever, were few in number, and of a nature to be 
easily and universally obeyed. He then de- 
clared men free from all those positive laws of 
the Mosaic dispensation which had not at the 
same time a natural obligation, or were not 
again enacted by himself. The ceremonial law 
had now performed its service. It was not in- 
tended to be of perpetual and universal obliga- 
tion. But during that state of ignorance and 
superstition into which Europe relapsed, this 
religion, which was simple in its nature and be- 
nign in its influence, as established by Christ, 
became so overloaded and corrupted by positive 
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precepts, for which divine authority was pre- 
tended, that Christian nations were in a state 
little better than that of the Jews at the coming 
of Christ. This fact, however, so far from dis- 
proving the claims of Christianity to be regarded 
as given by God, proves only the perversions 
of those to whom it was entrusted. The best 
gifts of Heaven have been abused by men; but 
this abuse does not disprove their divine ori- 
ginal. 


SECTION XXXI. 


OF THE JUSTICE OF cop—(continued.) 


Il. The Retributive Justice of God. 


Wuen God exhibits his approbation of such 
actions as correspond with his laws, and his 
displeasure at such actions as he has forbidden, 
we see his retributive justice. This approbation 
which he expresses of what is morally good, is 
called reward; his disapprobation expressed 
against what is evil, punishment. ‘Che former 
is frequently called in the Bible by the figure 
synecdoche, dyany @cov, and the latter, dpy7 
cov, AN, 17, In, Rom. i. 18; ii. 8. Those who 
believe in the existence of God will generally 
allow that he is not only the supreme ruler, but 
also the disposer of owr destiny ; that our happi- 
ness and misery are in his power. And since 
we find, both by experience and observation, 
that obedience to the divine commands has 
happy consequences, and disobedience unhappy 
consequences, we conclude that God rewards 
virtue and punishes vice; that happiness is a 
proof of his love, and misery a proof of his dis- 
pleasure and anger. According to this simple 
notion, by which God is represented as acting 
after the manner of men, the language of the 
Bible on this subject is to be understood and 
explained. This notion which we form of God, 
as acting after the manner of men, and which 
we express in the language common to men, 
gives rise to the scholastic division of the di- 
vine justice, into remuneratoria and punitiva. 
We shall here exhibit only the general princi- 
ples upon which we shall proceed in the further 
discussion of this subject in the Article on Sin, 
s. 86, 87, where a history of this doctrine will 
be given. 

1. Remunerative justice. 

; When God rewards good actions by favours 
immediately bestowed or promised hereafter, he 
exercises his remunerative justice. From these 
blessings bestowed upon us as rewards, we 
justly conelude that our actions agree with the 
divine will, and that God loves and approves us; 
and by these blessings we are thus induced to 
regulate our conduct according to the divine 
commands: this, then, we may suppose to be 
the obiect which God has in view in the bestow- 
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ment of these rewards. Here belcng the follow« 
ing texts of scripture: Ps. xxxvii. 375 Ixxiii. 24, 
seq. 5 Rom. ii. 6—10; 1 Cor. iii. 8; Hebrews, 
vi. 10; 2 Tim. iv. 8, &c. The rewards bestows 
ed by God are commonly divided into natural 
and positive. Natural rewards may be explained 
as follows :—God has so wisely constituted the 
natural world, that good actions have happy 
consequences; that there is a nexus commoda 
NECESSARI cum bono, sive reete facto, as Morus 
expresses it. The advantages spoken of have 
their ground in the wise constitution which (20d 
himself has given to the natural world, and are 
therefore called premia naturalia, sive ordinaria. 
Among these natural rewards may be enume- 
rated, peace and tranquillity of mind, the appro- 
bation of the good, the enjoyment of external 
advantages, bodily strength and health, inerease 
of possessions, &c. Vide Ps. xxxvii. 16—40; 
exii. This is what is meant by saying, Virtue 
rewards itself. Positive rewards are those which 
stand in no necessary connexion with the actions 
of men, but are conferred by an express and 
particular divine appointment, constituting what 
Morus ealls the nexus commodi NON NECESSARI} 
cum bono, sive recte facto. The question is here 
asked, if positive rewards are ever conferred 
during the present life; and if so, what they are ? 
To this we may answer, that in the Christian 
dispensation positive rewards during the present 
life are not universally promised, as in the an- 
cient dispensation; and that it is impossible to 
determine, in any particular eases, whether a 
reward is positive or natural. The texts com- 
monly eited in proof of present positive rewards 
refer either to the natural consequenees of virtue, 
(e. g., 1 Tim. iv. 8; Mark, x. 29, 30;-Prov. iii. 
2, seq.,) or to the particular promises made to 
the Jews, which are no longer valid, (e. g., 
Num, xxviii. 5, 29; Exod. x. 23; Ephes. vi. 
2.) But when speaking of the rewards of the 
future world, the writers of the New Testament 
plainly declare, that besides- the natural conse- 
quences of good actions which the righteous 
will enjoy, God will bestow upon them positive 
rewards, which eannot be considered as the na: 
tural consequences of virtue. Vide Article xv 

This remunerative justice of God may be farther 
described as wniversal ; the smallest virtues of 
every individual man will be rewarded, for they 
are all known to God, Matt. x. 42; 1 Cor. iv. 
5; Heb. vi. 10. It is also émpartial. This is 
called in the Bible, axposwxoandia Ocov, Rom. 
ii. 10,11. Unlike human judges, who are often 
deceived by external appearances, God rewards 
actions according to their more worth, and 
real, internal excellence. The full display of 
the divine justice, either in rewards or punish- 
ments, is not seen in the present life; but is re 
served, as we are taught in the Bible, for the 
future world. In the Bible we are also taught 
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that our present life is but the feeble commence- 
ment of our being; and that by far the largest 
“and most important part of our existence—our 
vila vere vitalis—will hereafter commence; and 
we are thus enabled to comprehend what would 
otherwise be inscrutable, how it is consistent 
with the justice of God to appoint affliction to 
the righteous and prosperity to the wicked, as 
he often does in the present world. Vide the 
excellent parable of the tares among the wheat, 
Matt. xiii. 24—30, coll. ver. 36—40; Cf. Rom. 
ii. 5—12; 2 Thess. i. 4—12; Luke, iv. 13, 14. 

2. Penal Justice. 

When we say the justice of God is exhibited 
in punishment, it is as much as to say that he 
causes unhappiness to follow upon moral evil, 
in order to convince men that he disapproves of 
disobedience to his commands. Wecttt commoda 
bono, sive reete factis ; incommodo malo, sive male 
factis. 

1. The ends of God in punishing. 

God punishes, (a) in order to prevent or di- 
minish moral evil, with reference therefore to 
the good of the whole, and of particular indivi- 
duals. 1 Cor. xi. 32, Kpwouevor ino Krpiov 
raWevducsa, lve U7) ov TA xOoU@ xaraxpiSauev— 
i. e., the divine punishments suspended over us 
are intended for our improvement, and unless, 
warned by them, we really become better, we 
shall fail of eternal blessedness, and share the 
fate of the unbelieving world. Isaiah, xxvi. 9, 
When thy judgments are in the earth, the inhabit- 
ants will learn righteousness. Ps. exix. 67, Be- 
fore I was afflicted I went astray ; but now have 
I kept thy law, lest 1 should draw upon myself 
additional afflictions. Ver. 71, It ts good for me 
that I rave been afflicted, that I might learn thy 
statutes. God punishes (d) in order to shew 
that sin is displeasing to him, and that only the 
truly obedient can count upon his approbation ; 
in order, therefore, to preserve inviolate among 
men the authority of his benevolent laws, in- 
tended for their best good. And since nothing 
ean be more important or desirable to men than 
the approbation of God, he is actuated by the 
same benevolence in punishing with this intent 
as with the former. The Bible teaches us that 
God has this end in view in the punishments 
which he inflicts, by saying, he wll be sanctified 
by means of his judgments, Lev. x. 3. This is 
the same as to say that by punishing men he 
designs to be seen and acknowledged by them 
as a holy God, or as one who disapproves of 
wickedness. The same thing is taught in Rom. 
i. 18, "Anoxaainrerae opyn @cov—ini macay 
doéBevaw xa dSixiav daSodnav. But the justice 
of God also requires that as he rewards the good 
which others do to us (s. 30), he should also 
punish the evil which they bring upon us, (2 
Thess i. 6, 7; Ps. ix. 5, seq.;’ and this is 
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called, in the popular language which the Bible 
employs, his revenge, éxdixnous, Rom. xii. 19. 
Thus it appears that the true final cause of 
the divine judgments upon men is their moral 
improvement; and in this respect it may be 
said, with entire truth, that the penal justice of 
God is his goodness, wisely proportioned to the 
capacity of its objects. But it is not the im- 
provement of those only whom he punishes 
which God intends in the judgments which he 
inflicts, but that of others also, who may take 
warning from these examples. So that even 
should God fail of his object in reforming the 
offender himself, he would still benefit others 
who might witness the punishments inflicted 
upon him. Vide Ps. 1. 16, seq.; lii. 6, seq.; 
Rom, ii. 4—6; 2 Pet. ii. iii.; 1 Cor. x. 11, 
Now all these punishments were inflicted upon the 
Israelites as examples (rvzov, see ver. 6) to us, 
who live in the latest period of the world, (in 
New-Testament times.) Some think, with 
Michaelis, (Gedanken tiber die Lehre der heili- 
gen Schrift von der Siinde, u. s. w. Géttingen, 
1779, 8vo,) that the final cause of the divine 
judgments is not so much to benefit and reform 
the offender, as to terrify and deter others from 
the commission of crime. Michaelis does not 
indeed deny that punishment mzght be made to 
promote the reformation of those who are the 
subjects of it; but he stil] thinks that the great 
end which is contemplated by all judicatories 
in the punishments which they inflict is to ter- 
rify and deter from crime, sometimes the male- 
factor himself, as well as others, but more 
frequently others only, who may witness his 
punishment. And this is indeed true with re- 
gard to human judicatories, which have no such 
means of punishment within their power as are. 
calculated for the reformation of the culprit, 
and can therefore only hold him forth as an ex- 
ample for the warning of others; but this is an 
imperfection which is inevitable to these judi- 
catories as human, and ought not therefore to be 
transferred to the divine government. It is in 
consequence of this imperfection incident to 
human judicatories, by which they are driven 
to consult for the good of the whole, exclusive 
of that of the criminal, that they must often ine 
flict upon him severer penalties than his own 
benefit would require, merely for the sake of 
the salutary influence of his punishment on the 
minds of others. That they are thus compelled 
to sacrifice an individual to the general good 
is certainly an evidence of imperfection. Just 
at that point where punishment ceases to be 
salutary to the person who endures it, however 
salutary it may be to others as an example— 
just at that point does it become an evidence 
of the ignorance and imperfection of those by 
whom it is inflicted. But how can we supposa 
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that God, who knows what kinds of punish- 
mer.) are necessary for the benefit of the offend- 
er, and who has every mode of punishment at 
command, would ever punish any one more se- 
verely than was necessary for his own profit, 
merely for the sake of making him a terrible 
example to others? None upon whom he 
inflicts punishment, with their good in view, 
will fail of being benefited by it, unless through 
their own fault; for he employs those means 
only which are calculated to produce this effect, 
and is liable in the choice of means to none of 
those mistakes and imperfections to which 
human judicatories are subject. We cannot, 
therefore, make these human judicatories our 
standard of judging respecting the divine go- 
vernment. The judicial authority of God does 
not rest on the same basis as that of human 
rulers; and in the judgments which he inflicts 
none of the imperfections of human judgments 
appear. We should avoid many mistakes if, 
when we speak even of the justice of God, we 
should represent him less under the image of a 
judge than of a father, who, as we are taught 
in the Bible, is «good even in his judgments,” 
Ps. cxix. 39. The benevolence by which God 
is actuated in his severest inflictions is implied 
in the very words by which his chastisement is 
denoted—e. g., madeva, Hebrews, xii. 5—11; 
and dmworouva, Rom. xi. 22. The representation 
of God under the image of a judge is not, how- 
ever, in itself objectionable, but only on account 
of its liability to abuse. It is very natural to 
men, aS we see from the present example, to 
transfer to God the extremely defective ideal 
which they have derived from human rulers; 
and it will therefore be wiser for religious 
teachers to represent God under the image of a 
father, at least to those who are virtuous, and of 
a nature to be influenced by kinéness and love, 
and to reserve the image of a severe and right- 
eous judge for rude and intractable men, who 
are incapable of being influenced by anything 
but terror. 

Vote 1.—Persons cannot be said to be punish- 
ed when they suffer without any fault of their 
own, but only when they suffer in consequence 
of their wickedness. The wretchedness which 
the prodigal son brought upon himself (Luke, 
Xv.) is properly called punishment; while the 
same wretchedness befalling an innocent person 
would properly be denominated calamity. The 
Bible teaches us very justly and satisfactorily 
how such evils and sufferings as befall the vir- 
tuous must be understood and improved by them 
and by others. The wise father, in the educa- 
tion of his children, often finds it necessary to 
treat even the dutiful with severity, in order to 
promote their present advantage and real per- 
manent welfare. In the same manner does God 
often see it necessary, for wise reasons, to exer- 


cise severity towards those whom he is edu- 
cating, and to impose sufferings uponthem. Ho 
sees that afflictions will tend to promote their 
holiness, strengthen their faith, and restrain theit 
sinful propensities. Habent talia vim diseiplinz, 
Morus, p. 50. This is the view of the chastise- 
ment we receive from God, which is given us 
by Paul in that excellent passage, Heb. xii. 
5—11. He there calls the discipline which we 
receive, nadevar, fatherly correction, and com- 
pares the conduct of God towards men with 
that of a father. Ver. 6, “Ov ayaxa Kupuos, 
rtarSever. Wer. 7, Tes orev vtos, dy ov mtadever 
narrp. In ver. 10. the apostle teaches that 
God punishes éi 7d ovupépove and proceeds, 
ver. 11, to say, madera ov Soxec yapus elvar, 
Bocepoy 5& xapmov sipyvixdy dmodiSact, x. T+ 2. 
The goodness and justice of God which appear 
in the allotment of such evils to men, is hence 
called by some theologians, justidia pxedeutica, 
or pedagogica. The justice of God, when 
thus exercised, has the same object with his 
penal justice—viz., the improvement and moral 
perfection of men; but it differs from that in its 
internal nature and character, as appears from 
what has been said. There is an endless diver- 
sity in the characters of men; and in his treat- 
ment of them God governs himself according to 
this difference of their characters, and guides 
them to happiness through different ways, and 
by different means ; and in doing this he clearly 
exhibits his wisdom and goodness. This truth 
is strikingly illustrated in Isa. xxviii. 23—29. 
As the husbandman cannot treat all his lands 
and all his fruits in the same manner, so neither 
can God treat all men alike ; but while he seeks 
for the improvement of all, he promotes it in one 
by prosperity, in another by adversity. 

[Note 2.—The causes for which *God does 
anything, and also the ends which he would at- 
tain, may be sought either in himself or without 
himself, in the world which he has made; in 
other words, they are either subjective or objec- 
tive. But because he is entirely independent 
and absolutely perfect, the highest and last 
grounds of what he does must be sought in his 
own nature ; and to these the objective reasons 
of his conduct must be subordinate. And so, 
when we inquire for the final cause of the re- 
wards and punishments which God distributes 
in the exercise of his retributive justice, we must 
look for it in God himself; and to this we must 
subordinate any ends for this exercise which 
may be derived from the world which God has 
created. Now the nature of God, in which the 
last ground of his retributive justice is to be 
sought, has infinite moral perfection; for this 
perfect moral excellence residing in his nature 
God must have supreme regard and absolute 
love, and consequently he must feel an absolute 
pleasure in what is morally good, and displea 
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sure in what is morally evil. This necessary 
love to what is morally perfect is, then, the last 
ground of the divine justice. But in order to 
be consistent, he must act according to this love, 
and exhibit to the view of his moral creatures 
his approbation of good and disapprobation of 
evil; and this is the Jast end of the retribution 
which he awards. And if there were no refor- 
mation of the individual offender, no warning 
of others, or any objective ground for the exer- 
cise of retributive justice, there would be suffi- 
cient ground for all that God does either to 
punish or reward, in his own absolute love of 
moral good and hatred of moral evil. The re- 
presentations of the Bible would certainly lead 
us to think that the feelings which prompt him 
in the punishment of the wicked are, his holy 
disapprobation of their conduct—his necessary 
hatred of their moral character. And when we 
enter into the feelings of the guilty subject of 
the divine judgments, does he not find reason 
enough in his own ill-desert for all which God 
inflicts upon him ; and would not all which he 
endures be sufficiently understood by him, if no 
advantage to himself or others occurred to his 
mind? The justice of God is an absolute attri- 
bute, and demands itself to be satisfied ; and mo- 
ral evil has a real, intrinsic ill-desert, and ought 
to be punished. That God has sometimes the 
reformation of the offender in view in the pu- 
nishment which he inflicts, and that he seeks 
the moral] perfection of men in the displays of 
his attributes, is perfectly true; these ends, how- 
ever, so far from being the only or the highest 
reasons of retribution, are subordinate to the sa- 
tisfaction of divine justice.—Tr. } 

2. The different kinds of punishment which 
God inflicts. 

(a) Natural—i. e., such unhappy conse- 
quences as flow from the internal nature of sin- 
ful actions; incommoda necessaria malo, sive 
male factis, nexa, as Morus describes them. 
These, like natural rewards, have their ground 
in the wise constitution which God himself has 
given to the natural world. That natural pu- 
nishments are really inflicted is shewn by daily 
experience. Sin everywhere draws upon itself 
remorse, disgrace, bodily disease, &c. And 
these natural consequences of sin, like the na- 
tural consequences of virtue, are greater than is 
commonly supposed, and often unlimited in their 
extent, as will be hereafter shewn in connexion 
with the doctrine of endless future punishment. 
s Sin punishes itself.”” 

(b) Positive, arbitrary—i. e., such as stand 
in no natural and necessary connexion with the 
sinful actions of men, or which do not flow 
from the internal nature of such actions, but are 
connected with them by the mere will of the 
legislator, and are additional to the natural con- 
sequences of sin. According to the common 
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theory on this subject, with which the Bible 
agrees, such positive divine judgments are in- 
flicted by God, on account of the inadequacy of 
natural judgments alone to effect the moral im- 
provement of men, and to deter them from sin. 
In order, therefore, to preserve inviolate the 
authority of his law, he connected positive judg- 
ments with the natural consequences of sin, 
which alone were insufficient for this purpose. 
In the infliction of these arbitrary sufferings, he 
is governed by the rules of infinite wisdom and 
love, and not by blind caprice. 

Positive punishments are divided into present 
and future. The present are those which take 
place in this life; and in proof of them we may 
refer to the passages of the Old Testament 
where they are threatened to the disobedient Is- 
raelites—e. g., 2 Sam. xii. 10,11, 14; Acts, v 
5,93 1 Cor. vi. 3—5. 

Future positive punishments are those which 
are threatened inthe next world. From many 
expressions of the New Testament we are un- 
doubtedly led to expect positive punishments in 
the future world. Cf. Art. xv. It must cer- 
tainly be considered inconsistent for any one to 
object to positive punishments in another world 
who expects positive rewards. Such an one 
has certainly very much the appearance of con- 
forming his belief to his wishes, and of admit- 
ting positive rewards because he desires them, 
and denying positive punishments because he 
fears them. 

It was with reference to the posti?ve punish- 
ments of sin that the atonement of Christ was 
principally made; for the natural consequences 
of sin are not wholly removed by virtue of his 
death. The bodily disorders incurred by the 
sinner in consequence of his vices do not wholly 
cease, though they may indeed be abated and 
alleviated by his becoming a sincere believer in 
Christ as the Saviour of the world. ‘Those who 
deny the existence of positive punishments 
hereafter consider that Christ by his atonement 
has freed us merely from the fear of punish- 
ment—a notion which is inconsistent with the 
declarations of the New Testament, as will be 
shewn in the Article respecting Christ. 

In speaking of the positive divine judgments 
which take place in this life, the teacher of reli- 
gion is liable to do injury, and should therefore 
wisely consider his words. It is true, doubt- 
less, that positive punishments do take place in 
the present world; but it is also true that we are 
unable, in given cases, to determine decisively 
whether the sufferings which we witness are, or 
are not, positive judgments from the hand of 
God. To consider plague, famine, and physical 
evils of every sort befalling an individual or 
nation as in every case the consequence of moral 
evil, is an error to which the multitude is much 
iuclined, They frequently refer in these cases 
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to the very sins which have occasioned these 
divine judgments, as they denominate the cala- 
mities which befall their fellow men. And this 
injurious prejudice has been nota little strength- 
ened by the incautious manner in which the 
‘teachers of religion have sometimes spoken on 
this subject. It is perfectly right to consider 
pestilence in general as a divine judgment, and 
for the religious teacher, during such visitations 
from God, to remind men of their sins; but it is 
not right to pronounce, as it were, a definite 
judicial sentence upon the guilt of a particular 
person or country visited in such a manner. 
Experience and scripture both disapprove of 
this ; for we often see that these calamities cease 
before the alleged cause of them is removed ; 
and they befall the good and bad equally, and 
without distinction. As God causes the sun to 
shine and the rain to descend upon the evil and 
the good, so he sends tempest, flood, and con- 
flagration, upon one as well as the other. In- 
deed, the best men often suffer, while the worst 
prosper; from which the fair conclusion is, that 
nothing can be determined concerning the moral 
character of men from the allotment of their ex- 
ternal circumstances. Vide No. I. of this sec- 
tion. The sacred writers concur entirely in these 
views. The friends of Job concluded from his 
bodily ills that he must have committed great 
sins ; but Job shews (v. 10, 12) that God often 
visits persons with sufferings which are not 
occasioned by their sins. Christ says, Luke, 
xiii. 2, 4, that the Galileans whom Pilate had 
eaused to be executed at Jerusalem, and the 
eighteen men upon whom a tower had fallen, 


were not sinners more than others because they , 


had suffered these things. He corrected his 
disciples when they ascribed the misfortune of 
the man born blind to the sin of his parents, 
and taught them that they ought not to conclude 
that particular misfortunes were the sure conse- 
quence of particular crimes, John, ix.3. Those 
who advocate the practice to which allusion has 
been made cannot justly plead in their defence 
the passages in the Old Testament, where pest, 
famine, failure of the harvest, destruction by 
enemies, and various other positive punishments 
in this life are frequently threatened for certain 
definite transgressions of the divine commands; 
for we have now no prophets to come forth among 
us,as among the Israelites,as the messengers and 
authorized ambassadors of God. The civil go- 
vernment of the Israelites was theocratic—-i. e., 
God was acknowledged by the Israelites to be 
their civil ruler; and the leaders of their armies 
their earthly kings, their priests and prophets, 
were considered by them as his authorized ie 
vants. Hence all their laws were published in 
the name of God—i. e., at the divine command 
and under the divine authority. And in the 
same manner the temporal rewards connected 
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with obedience, and the temporaf punishments 
connected with disobedience, were announced 
as coming from him. From what has been 
said, we draw the conclusion, that external 
blessings or calamities are not to be considered 
in particular cases as the reward of good actions, 
or the punishment of bad, except where God has 
expressly declared that these very blessings, or 
these very calamities, are allotted to this indivi- 
dual person, on account of the good or bad ac- 
tion specified ; as Lev. xxvi., Deut. xxviii., Re- 
velation, ii. 22, 23. Additional remarks con- 
cerning natural and positive punishments will 
be made in the Article on Sin, s. 86, 87. 


APPENDIX. 
SECT. XXXII. 


OF THE DECREES OF GOD. 


Tur doctrine of the divine decrees depends 
upon the freedom of the will of God, and upor 
his wisdom, goodness, and justice. It may 
therefore properly succeed the discussion of 
these subjects in the foregoing sections. 


I. General Statement, and Scholastic Divisions. 


1. Definition of the decrees of God. By these 
we mean, the will of God that anything should 
come into existence, or be accomplished, (Morus, 
p- 51,) or, the free determinations of God re- 
specting the existence of any object extrinsic to 
himself. 

2. The nature and attributes of the divine de- 
erees. ‘These are the same as were ascribed to 
the divine will, because the decrees of God are 
only expressions of his will. The decrees of 
God are, properly speaking, (a) only one single 
decree. They were all made at one and the 
same time. Before we can come to a determina- 
tion of the will, it is often necessary for us to 
institute laborious investigations and inquiries, 
since we cannot survey all the reasons on both 
sides of a subject at a single glance. And itis 
on account of this limitation of our understand- 
ings that all our determinations are successive. 
But no such succession takes place in the mind 
of God; he knows all things at once. Vide s. 
22. And so, properly speaking, the decree to 
make the world, and every single decree re- 
specting everything which exists, or has been 
done in it from the beginning, are only one en- 
tire decree. But we represent to our minds as 
many different decrees as there are particulars 
comprehended in this one universal decree. () 
The divine decrees are free. Nothing can com. 
pel God to decree what is contrary to his 
will or understanding. His decrees, however, 
though free, are never blind and groundless 
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Vide s. 26. Cf. Ephes.i.5; 2Tim.i.9.  (c) 

‘Vhey are benevolent, always intended for the 
guod of the creatures of Vou. Ephes. i., Rom. 
vili., ix. That they are su 1 ilows from the 
goodness, holiness, and jusive of God; s. 
28—31 inclusive. (d) Eterna: and unalterable. 
Vide s. 20, and especially s. 26, ad finem. Cf. 
Morus, p. 53, s. 15. Whence the Bible often 
says, God determined such a thing, ~po xaza- 
Borys xdouov, Ephes. i. 43 dz’ or mpd aidvar. 
IIpo, In xpoywwdoxecy, mtpoopitev, x. 7. Ae denotes 
the same thing. God existed from eternity ; 
and as he exists without succession of time, all 
of his decrees must be as eternal as himself, 
and as immutable as his own nature. Rom. 
X1. 29, duerapénnzo. Heb. vi. 17, 7d dueraSecor 
ts Bovans @cov. (e) Unsearchable, avefepevynra, 
dweftzvvasta, Romans, xi. 33-—36 ; BaSy @cod, 
1 Cor. ii. 10; Isaiah, lv. 8. Cf. Morus, p. 46, 
s. 10, note 4. Wesee but a small part of the 
immeasurable whole which God surveys at a 
glance, and are incapable, therefore, of compre- 
hending, in its whole extent, the immeasurable 
and eternal plan of God, or of determining 4 
priort what he ought to have decreed. The 
‘attempt to decide what God has determined to 
be done by conclusions drawn from particular 
attributes of his nature, of which we have such 
imperfect notions in our present state, is attend- 
ed with the greatest danger of mistake. For us 
to undertake to say that this and the other thing 
is good and desirable, and therefore must be, 
or has been, done by God, is what the Bible 
calls wishing to teach God, 1 Cor. ii. 16, We 
‘ean learn what God has actually decreed only 
from seeing what events have actually taken 
place. From the existence of the world, we 
eonclude that God decreed to create it; from the 
existence of evil, we conclude that God decreed 
to permit it, &c. And although we are taught 
expressly in the Bible that God decreed to send 
Christ into the world, (1 Cor. ii. 9, seq.,) we 
are also taught to note the event, the effects of his 
mission, and from thence to conclude what the 
will and purpose of God is. 

3. Division of the divine decrees. They are 
divided, as far as they relate to moral beings, 
into absolute and conditional, like the divine 
will. Vide s. 25, II. 2. 

(a) Absolute decrees are not such as are made 
without reason in the exercise of arbitrary 
power, but such as are made without reference 
to the free actions of moral beings, or without 
peing dependent for their accomplishment upon 
acondition. The decrees of God to create the 
world, to send Christ to redeem it, to bestow 
external prosperity, advantages for intellectual 
improvement, or the knowledge of the gospel, 
upon one people or individual, and to deny them 
to another, and all his determinations of this 
pature. are called absolute decrees; because, 
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though made in view of wise and good reasons, 
they do not depend for their accomplishment 
upon the free actions and the true character of 
moral beings. In the allotment of femporal or 
earthly good, riches, honour, health, &c., the 
tule by which God proceeds is not always the 
worthiness of men. We do not mean that virtue 
always and necessarily induces suffering and 
persecution, (as some have concluded, from a 
false interpretation of such texts as Matt. v. 10, 
seq.; 2 Tim. iii. 12, &c.) Pure Christian vir- 
tue, on the contrary, often brings along with it 
great temporal advantages, Rom. xii. 17, seq. 
We simply mean, that in imparting these exter- 
nal advantages, God is often governed by other 
principles than regard to the obedience or dis- 
obedience of his moral creatures. 

(5) Conditional decrees are those in making 
which God has respect to the free actions of 
moral beings. These conditional decrees are 
founded upon that fore-knowledge of the free 
actions of men which we are compelled to as- 
cribe to God. Vide s. 22. God foresaw from 
eternity how every man would act, and whether 
he would comply with the conditions under 
which the designs of God concerning him would 
take effect, or would reject them ; and upon this 
fore-knowledge he founded his deeree. Of this 
class are the decrees of God respecting the 
spiritual and eternal welfare of men. They are 
always founded upon the free conduct of men, 
and are never absolute, but always conditional. 
We are not, however, to regard these spiritual 
gifts as in any sense deserved by the moral 
agent, when he complies with the prescribed 
conditions; Luke, xvii. 10. The decree re- 


*specting the eternal welfare of men is called, by 


way of eminence, predestination, in the limited 
sense; for all God’s eternal decrees are called 
predestination in the larger sense. This name 
has been used, in this more limited sense espe- 
cially, since the time of Augustine; from the 
fact that the word predestinare was employed 
by the Vulgate to render the Greek mpoopGeu, 
in Rom. viii. 29, 30, which was then referred 
to the decrees of God respecting the salvation 
and condemnation of men. The decree of God 
respecting the eternal blessedness of the pious, 
was then called electio, decretum electionis, pre- 
destinatio ad vitam. 'The decree respecting the 
punishment of sinners in the future world was 
called reprobatio, deeretum reprobationis, predes 
tinatio ad mortem. 'These words too are de- 
rived from the New Testament, especially from 
Rom. viii. ; where, however, they are used in a 
different sense. The election, éxacyn, there 
spoken of, is the gracious reception of Jews and 
heathen into the Christian society; and the re- 
jection is the denial or withdrawment of this 
and other divine blessings, as will appear frome 
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UH. Scriptural Representation, and the Errors occa- 
sioned by False Interpretation. 

1. Seriptural representation. ; 

The following are the principal expressions 
employed in the Bible in relation to the decrees 
of God. (a) All the words which signify to 
say, speak, command. The phrase, God says, 
often means, he wills, he decrees, Ps. xxxiii. 9. 
So frequently 131, m9, 1. (2) The words 
which signify ¢o think, are often used to denote 
the divine decrees; as apin, miawnn, Sraroycou.oe, 
Ps. xxxiii. 10, 11; Is. lv. 8. Hence the phrases, 
to speak with one’s self, to say in one’s heart, often 
mean, to consider, determine. Saying in his 
heart, was the manner in which the Hebrew de- 
noted thinking—an instance of the ancient sim- 
plicity of language, corresponding with the 
phrase of the Otaheitans, speaking tn one’s belly. 
(c) Kpjua, wtp, sentence; representing God as 
a judge or ruler, who publishes edicts and pro- 
nounces sentence; Ps. xxxvi. 6,7; Rom. xi. 
33. (d) ‘Odds, 771, way. The way of God sig- 
nifies his manner of thinking or acting, his con- 
duct; Ps. exlv. 17, «¢ Gracious is Jehovah in all 
his ways”—i. e., decrees; Rom. xi. 33, 6600 
Msov avesoyviacrot. 

(e) The following occur more frequently ia 
the New Testament: @éajua, evdoxva, in He- 
brew, yan, ps4, used particularly to denote God’s 
gracious purpose. Vides. 25. IpoSeos, Ephes. 
i. 11, where it is synonymous with Bovay Seaq- 
patos, 2 Tim. i. 9, seq., and Rom. ix. 11, tva 7 
Tov Ocov ApdSecus xar’ éxdoyyy wéevry—i. €., SO 
that the divine purpose must remain free, must 
be acknowledged to be according to his own 
choice.’ Ipoywaoxew. This verb, like the He- 
brew yu), and yvdvae and ecdévac, very frequently 
signifies fo decree, (metonymia causse pro 
effectu.) In this sense it is often used by Philo. 
In Acts, ii. 23, it is used to denote the purpose 
of God, that Christ should suffer and die. 
Now since the verba cognoscendi frequently sig- 
nify, among the Hebrews, to love, to wish well, 
mpoyvacis very often signifies, by way of emi- 
nence, the gracious and benevolent purpose of 
God, which he entertained from eternity for the 
welfare of men. Thus mpdyveacts in 1 Pet. i. 2, 
denotes the gracious purpose of God respecting 
the admission of men to the privileges of the 
Christian church; Rom. viii. 29, ovs mpofyve, 
his beloved, those whose welfare he seeks; Rom. 
Xi. 2. “Opie and xpoopiLew, commonly ren- 
dered in the Vulgate predestinare. ‘Opifew is 
to ditermetne, in the general sense; and in this 
sense it is said, Acts, xi.-29, that the apostles 
dpiay x. 7. a The divine purpose is therefore 
called Bpropéyn Govan, decretum voluntatis divine, 
Acts, ii. 23. In the classics, Speoneds is purpose, 
determination. Ipoopifew is properly decernere 
antequam ewistat ; because the decrees of God 
are eternal, as, Acts, iv. 28, the Jews conspired 
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to do ** whatever thy counsel mpoproe eve Tada 
before determined to be done.”” The word zoopi- 
few, when used in reference to men, never de- 
notes exclusively the divine purpose respecting 
their eternal salvation or condemnation, but rather 
respecting their admission to the Christian 
church, to partake both of the rights and privi- 
leges, and also of the sorrows and sufferings of 
Christians. So itis used, Ephes. i. 5, ILpoopusas 
Nuas £65 vioSeciay Sua Insov Xpistov—i. +, he 
purposed to bring us into the Christian church, 
and thus to make us his children—his beloved 
friends. That this is the meaning of the apos- 
tle appears from verses 11,12. The same is 
true of the passage, Romans, ix., which does 
not treat of the eternal salvation or condemnation 
of men, but of the temporal benefits, and the ex- 
ternal civil and church privileges, which God 
confers upon particular persons and nations in 
preference to others. Vides. 26. ‘The passage, 
Rom. viii. 28, 29, seq., so often and entirely 
misunderstood, must be interpreted in a similar 
manner. Paul had spoken, verses 19, 20, seq., 
of the sufferings and persecutions which Chris- 
tians were at that time called to endure. He 
endeavours to console them in the midst of their 
distresses, and to shew the blessedness in 
which their afflictions might result. ‘ We are 
confident that all things (even afflictions and 
persecutions) will conspire for the good of those 
who love God, and are called, in pursuance of 
the purpose of God, to partake of Christian pri- 
vileges, (cots xara mpdSeow xanrtors ovow.) For 
he has predestinated (xpoupics) us, whom he 
thus graciously regarded from eternity (xpoéyve), 
to be conformed to the example of his Son, 
(viz., as in suffering, so in reward,) whom God 
has designed to be the forerunner (xpordroxov) 
of his many brethren, (first in suffering, then in 
reward.) But those whom he thus destined 
(to a fellowship in the sufferings of Christ) he 
adopts as members of the Christian church 
(dovrovs éxdasce), and alleviates the sorrows 
which they endure (for the sake of Christ) by 
granting forgiveness of their sins, and the hope 
of that future glory, (which Christ their fore- 
runner has received, and to which he will raise 
them.)”’ This passage, therefore, does not teach 
that God elects men to salvation, or dooms them 
to destruction, without respect to their moral 
conduct, but that the present sufferings of Chris- 
tians are alleviated by the external advantages 
which they enjoy as members of Christian so- 
ciety. Vide No. I. 

In the bestowment of spiritual and eternal 
blessings, it is absolutely esset tial that God 
should be governed solely by the noral conduc. 
of men. His goodness, justice, indeed, all his 
moral perfections, are infringed by the contrary 
supposition. We are taught also by the express 
assurances of scripture, standing on almost every 
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page of the New Testament, and especially of 
the epistles of Paul, that God will reward and 
punish every man according to his works, Rom. 
ii. G6—11; Matt. xvi. 27; 2 Cor. v.19. The de- 
crees of election and reprobaiion, then, according 
to the doctrine of scripture, are not absolule, but 
conditional, Mark, xvi. 16. 

The terms commonly employed in the schools 
respecting the decrees of God may be illustrated 
by the following syllogism :—Masor: whoever 
believes in Christ to the end of his life, shall be 
saved, (this is mpoSeous, or éxaoyn, the voluntas 
Det antecedens.) Munor: Paul will believe to 
the end of his life (this is xpéyvwots, previsio.) 
Concuusion: Therefore Paul will be saved, (this 
1S mpooprouds, voluntas Dei consequens, decretum.) 
Since, now, the major term is here an universal 
proposition, but the minor particular, it is easily 
seen in what sense the grace of God can be 
scripturally denominated wnzversal and particu- 
lar. Itis the same with the decree of reproba- 
tion. 

2. Errors occasioned principally by false inter- 
pretation. 

The opinion has long existed in the church, 
that the decrees of election and reprobation were 
zbsolute—i. e., that without respect to their mo- 
ral character, God selected from the human race 
a certain number, (many say very few,) and 
destined them to eternal happiness ; and, on the 
other hand, rejected others (by far the greater 
part of the human race,—seven perhaps in ten) 
in the same arbitrary manner, and destined them 
to eternal condemnation. ‘This error is called 
predestination, and the advocates of it predestina- 
tionists, or particularists. 'This doctrine, it has 
been justly remarked, if carried out into all its 
logical consequences, would destroy the freedom 
of the human wiil, and thus undermine the foun- 
dations of morality. Butit has not been carried 
out to its legitimate consequences, in theory or 
practice, by those who have professed it. And 
many of the soundest moralists and most vir- 
tuous men are found, by a happy inconsistency, 
among the advocates of this doctrine. 

The principal sources of this error are the fol- 
lowing: (a) False opinions respecting the free- 
dom of the divine will, by which it is represented 
as a blind caprice, in the exercise of which God 
pardons or condemns without reason, like a hu- 
man despot, (vide s. 26,) and in connexion with 
these, false conceptions of the goodness, justice, 
and other moral attributes of God, and of their 
connexion with his natural attributes. (b) The 
want of discrimination between the decrees of 
God respecting the allotment of temporal and 
earthly good, and those respecting the gift of 
spiritual blessings and eternal life. But more 
than all, (c) the misinterpretation of Rom. vill. 
9, by which these passages are made to relate 
to eternal salvation and condemnation, instead 
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of temporal privileges. This ‘nterpretation was 
introduced by Augustine, who, however excel- 
lent in other respects, was deficient in his ac- 
quaintance with the language of scripture, and 
therefore exhibits here none of his usual ability. 
Vide s. 26. (d) A similar n.-sunderstanding 
of other texts of scripture, especially of the de- 
elaration of Christ, Matt. xx. 16, moanod cist 
xAnTOL, dalyou dé éxrextoir This has been sup- 
posed to mean, that there are many who are 
nominally and externally Christians, but few 
only who are chosen to eternal salvation. But 
the éxaexcoc are here only the more eminent, 
select saints, (the Hebrew oyna.) Thus the 
passage would mean: among the many who are 
externally Christians, (admitted into the Chris- 
tian church,) there are only a few whom God 
counts as his peculiar people—i. e., few who live 
conformably to the precepts of Christianity, and 
are in all respects such as they should be. That 
this is the true sense of these words appears 
from the parable, Matt. xxii. 2—13, at the end 
of which (ver. 14) they are repeated. 

Again: the text, Acts, xiii. 48, has been ap- 
pealed to in proof of this doctrine, from igno- 
rance of the wsws loquendi of the Bible; xai 
Exlovevouy aor Foav Tetaypévor eis Conv aiwror. 
Those who believed are here opposed to those 
who (ver. 46) made themselves unworthy of eter- 
nal life—(viz. by unbelief.) The phrase is syno- 
nymous with o¢ éawrovs rakarres ets Gany acwror, 
those who prepared themselves for eternal life—the 
pious, virtuous. The Greeks frequently express 
reciprocal action by passive verbs, especially in 
the preter. The meaning here becomes suffi- 
ciently evident by a comparison of ver. 46. 

Brief history of the doctrine of unconditional 
decrees. 

The controversy in which Augustine engaged 
with the Pelagians led him to maintain the doc- 
trine of absolute decrees, In contending against 
the errors of his opponents he fell into the oppo- 
site extreme, and asserted the doctrine of uncon- 
ditional decrees concerning salvation and con- 
demnation, and then his doctrine de gratia 
particulart et irresistibili, (s. 132.) In conse- 
quence of the high authority of Augustine, this 
doctrine prevailed extensively in the African and 
Latin churches during the fifth and sixth centu- 
ries. During the former part of this period, 
particularly, it was urged against the doctrine 
of the Pelagians by Prosper of Aquitania and 
Lucidus, presbyter in France. And indeed it 
was alternately defended and opposed in the 
western church during the whole of this and 
the following century. 

This doctrine was again maintained in the 
ninth century by Gottschalk, a monk at Orbais, 
in France, and a zealous follower of Augustine. 
It became the subject of vehement discussion, 
and was at length condemned as heretical by a 
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- eouncil at Chiersy, in the year 849. But this 

decision was not universally accepted ; and the 
doctrine of predestination still had many advo- 
cates, among whom were Thomas Aquinas, in 
the thirteenth century, and his followers, the 
Dominicans and other Thomists. 

This controversy was renewed with great 
vehemence in the Romish church during the 
seventeenth century, on occasion of the writings 
of Jansenius, Bishop at Ypern, in the Nether- 
lands. ‘The Jesuits and the Pope took sides 
against the doctrine of absolute decrees. But 
the Dominicans, and other warm admirers of 
Augustine, agreed with Jansenius, and there are 
many stanch Jansenists in France at the pre- 
sent day. 

This doctrine, which owes its origin to Augus- 
tine, was adopted again in the sixteenth century 
by Calvin and Beza, the Swiss reformers, and 
by them disseminated through their church. 
[The symbols of the reformed church, in which 
the doctrine of Calvin is acknowledged, are, 
the Concensus pastorwm eccl. Genev., (1551 an 
1554,)—Conf. Galicana, Art. xi., (1559,)— 
Conf. Belgica, Art. xvi.,—Catechismus Heidel- 
bergensis, (1562 and 1563.)] At first, this doc- 
trine was at least partially believed even by 
Luther and Melancthon, but there is no trace of 
it in the writings of Zuingle. 

It was not without controversy, however, that 
the doctrine of Calvin prevailed in the reformed 
church. During the seventeenth century it was 
opposed by Arminius and his followers. But it 
was at length established as an article of faith 
in the reformed church by the national synod at 
Dordrecht, in the years 1618, 1619, and the Ar- 
minians were placed beyond the pale of the 
church. By degrees, however, this severe doc- 
trine has been abandoned even in the reformed 
church, its hardest features being first softened 
down through the influence of the doctrine of 
. universal redemption. It was maintained for the 
longest time in the Netherlands and in Switzer- 
land; though it has but few advocates in the Ne- 
therlands at the present day. In England the 
number of its friends is still considerable. Cf. 
the history of the doctrine of grace, s. 132, 

Note.—In the above statement of the Lutheran 
view of the doctrine of divine decrees, there is of 
course much which must be objectionable to a 
Calvinist; far less, however, than in the state- 
ment of this subject usually made by Lutheran 
writers. Our author treats the doctrine of his 
Calvinistic opponents with a justice and mild- 
ness quite unusual with the theologians of his 
church. In general, there are no epithets too vio- 
lent for them to heap upon the doctrine of abso- 
lute decrees, and no evasions too weak for them 
to employ to escape the force of the arguments 
by which it is supported. That the Calvinistic 
doctrine .f decrees should be rejected and ca- 
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lurnniated by men who reject those scriptura, 
truths upon which it depends, might be expected; 
but that it should be thus treated by those wha 
hold, in common with its advocates, those doc- 
trines of grace from which it inevitably results, 
is somewhat surprising. After taking the li- 
berty to make a few general remarks upon some 
particular representations of our author, I shall 
endeavour to shew, that the Lutherans are char ge- 
able with obvious inconsistency in opposing the 
Calvinistic theory of decrees, while they adhere ta 
the standard confession of their church. With re- 
gard to the representations of Dr. Knapp, it may 
be remarked, : 

First. That he is not exactly just in degerib- 
ing the theory of absolute decrees as involving 
the election and reprobation of men without re- 
spect to conditions. The advocates of this theory 
insist, equally with others, that men must be- 
lieve in order to be saved; and the question be- 
tween them and their opponents is, In what re- 
lation this faith, which is essential to salvation, 
stands to the purpose of God? 

Secondly. When he describes the called, 
chosen, elect, so often mentioned in the New 
Testament as those who were made partakers 
only of the external privileges of Christianity, 
and not those who were heirs of future happi- 
ness, does he not violate the whole spirit and 
usage of the New Testament, without yet avoid- 
ing the difficulty ? Ifthe intimate connexion be- 
tween the enjoyment of the external privileges of 
Christianity and securing its spiritual and ever- 
lasting blessings is considered, will there not be 
the same objections to the sovereign appointment 
of men to one as to the other? 

Thirdly. Instead of saying that predestina- 
tionists are distinguished for depth of religious 
sentiment and strictness of moral practice nof- 
withstanding their principles, as our auther and 
others generously concede, is it not apparent 
that they are so in consequence of their principles? 
The perfect safety of their theory of election has 
been often satisfactorily proved by reformed the- 
ologiansin answer to the objections urged against 
its moral tendencies. But its direct bearing 
upon the religious life has not been so often ex- 
hibited. It is therefore the more worthy of no- 
tice, that Tholuck (whose Commentary on the 
ninth of Romans will sufficiently free him from 
any suspicion of leaning towards Calvinism) 
concedes, in his Treatise on Oriental Mysticism, 
that the doctrine of predestination, so far from 
producing the despondency and inaction often 
ascribed to it, on the contrary, moves and excites 
the inmost soul, by the self-surrender which it 
demands to the all-prevailing will of God. To 
the influence of this doctrine he attributes whats 
ever of religious life there exists among those 
who receive the sensual dogmas of the Koran. 
Every one, he says, acquainted with eastern lites 
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rature, knows that the most strong and vivid | 


religious experiences are connected with and 
arise from the belief in predestination. And 
Jalvinism, he allows, is incomparably more fa- 
vourable to the deeper religious life than that 
doctrine by which the will of God is limited or 
conditioned by the human will—i. e., the syn- 
eretism of the Lutheran church. 

Fourthly. The suggestion of Dr. Knapp, that 
Augustine was first induced to adopt his theory 
of election by his controversy with Pelagius, 
contains the implication that this theory owes 
its origin to polemical excitement, and was 

“adopted by its author in order to extricate him- 
self from some embarrassments, or as the oppo- 
site extreme of the theory against which he con- 
tended. But this is not only wanting in historical 
evidence, but is in itself improbable. The De- 
eretum Absolutum of Augustine is the direct result 
of his views of the natural character of man, and 
is necessary to complete that system of truth 
which he adopted. ‘To the belief of this doc- 
trine he would naturally be led by the cool deli- 
beration of the closet, and it therefore more pro- 
bably belonged to those original convictions 
which impelled him to the controversy with Pe- 
lagius, and animated him in prosecuting it, than 
to any after convictions to which he might have 
been driven by opposition. Which now, it may 
be asked, looks most like the offspring of the 
contrivance and heat of controversy, the theory 
of Augustine, coming forward with direct affirm- 
ations, and belonging essentially to his system, 
or the opposite theory, consisting mostly of eva- 
sions, negations, and limitations? To assert 
the doctrine of the divine sovereignty and of the 
all-controlling will of God would seem to be the 
part of the consistent, philosophical theologian ; 
to deny it, the business of a timorous modera- 
tion, of a time-serving policy, or of the native 
pride and self-sufficiency of man. 

The inconsistency chargeable upon the Lu- 
theran theologians who oppose the Calvinistic 
theory of decrees may be briefly stated thus: 
According to their theory, God ordains to salva- 
tion those of whom he foresees that they will 
believe; but according to the Augsburg Con- 
fession, it is the Holy Spirit gui urricir ripem, 
Quanpo ef uBI visum est Deo, who produces faith 
when and where it seems good to God; both com- 
bined, therefore, furnish us the doctrine that God 
ordains to salvation those of whom he foresees that 
he who causes faith to exist when and where it 
seems good to him, will give them the Holy Spirit 
to produce faith in their hearts, which is the Cal- 
vinistic doctrine so often opposed and denounced 
by the Lutherans, They join together, in their 
Book of Concord, the Augsburg Confession, in 
which man’s moral inability and entire depend- 
ence on divine grace are strongly asserted, and 
their Declaration, in which the absolute decrees 
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of God—an inevitable consequence of these doc~ 
trines—is denounced as unscriptural and dan« 
gerous. Surely here Concordia is discors. 

This discrepancy could not long remain unno- 
ticed in a country where theological opinions are 
subjected to so rigid a scrutiny. The Lutheran 
theologians appear, however, to have imagined, 
for a time, that they could reconcile the opposing 
tendencies of their system, and attempted so to 
modify the doctrine of man’s moral inability as 
to guard against any approach to Calvinism, 
The best attempt of this nature is exhibited by 
Storr, in his Biblical Theology; but it cannot 
be thought successful. ‘To many it soon became 
evident that they were reduced to the alternative 
of retaining the Augsburg Confession and the 
doctrine of man’s moral inability, and then ad- 
mitting, as its inevitable consequence, the Cal- 
vinistic doctrine of election, or of rejecting the 
Augsburg Confession, and thus escaping the 
necessity of Calvinism. 

During the recent attempt to unite the Lu- 
theran and reformed churches, their doctrinal dif- 
ferences came of course into new consideration ; 
and Dr. Bretschneider, in his Aphorisms pub- 
lished on that occasion, frankly acknowledged, 
what had not been done before, the inconsistency 
now charged upon the theologians of his church; 
and being himself somewhat inclined towards 
Pelagianism, unhesitatingly chose the second 
of the two courses above stated, and, in order 
to avoid Calvinism, willingly surrendered the 
Augsburg Confession, with the doctrine of man’s 
inability and entire dependence on divine grace. 
But the Augsburg Confession had long been es- 
teemed the palladium of the Lutheran church ; 
and the doctrine of man’s inability and depend- 
ence was dearer than almost any other to the 
heart of Luther, and was too firmly believed by 
the most distinguished theologians of his church, 
and had become too thoroughly interwoven with 
their system of faith, to be thus easily aban- 
doned. The only course remaining for those 
who wished to be consistent seemed therefore 
to be, to hold fast to the Augsburg Confession 
and its Anti-Pelagian doctrines, and to admit 
the Calvinistic theory of election as their natu- 
ral consequence. And this course was boldly 
adopted by Schleiermacher, one of the pro- 
foundest theologians of his church, and strenu- 
ously recommended by him in the first article 
of his “« Theologische Zeitschrift.” He there 
acknowledges that he had long been unable to 
sympathize with most of his contemporaries in 
condemning the theory of Augustine and Calvin 
as irrational and unscriptural. 

This unexpected publication gave a new im- 
pulse to the discussion of this doctrine, and some 
of the most distinguished theologians of Ger- 
many have beenenlisted as disputants. |W hetier 
under the auspices of Schleiermacher this doc- 
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trine will fare better than under Gottschalk and 
Jansenius cannot be foretold. Long established 
prejudice may yet prevail over the love of truth 
and consistency. But whatever may be the re- 
sult of this local controversy, the doctrine has 
nothing to fear, being based on the triple found- 
ation of sound reason, Christian experience, and 
the word of God.—Tr. ] 
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OF THE DOCTRINE OF FATHER, SON, AND 
HOLY GHOST. 
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SECTION XXXII. 
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. 


1. Ir is an established truth, that there are 
many things in the divine nature which are un- 
like anything which belongs to us, and of which, 
therefore, we have no knowledge. For, as has 
been already shewn, s. 18, II., it is impossible 
for us to form a distinct notion of any attributes 
or perfections which we. ourselves do not pos- 
sess, o1 even to see at all how such attributes 
canexist. To conclude, therefore, that any par- 
ticular attribute could not belong to the Divine 
Being, simply because we might be unable to 
understand it wholly, or perhaps at all, would be 
extremly foolish. Vide Introduction, s. 6, ad 
finem. Jf the Bible contains a more particular 
revelation of God, and if this revelation, in a clear 
and incontrovertible manner, proposes a doctrine 
of faith, then must such doctrine, however incom- 
prehensible and inexplicable, be received by us as 
true. That the Bible does contain such a reve- 
lation has already been maintained in the Intro- 
duction, and in the Article on the Holy Scrip- 
tures; that the doctrine of the Trinity is taught 
in this revelation remains now to be proved ; and 
upon the truth of these two propositions the 
whole subject depends. : 

2. The doctrine of a Trinity in the godhead 
includes the three following particulars, (vide 
Morus, p. 69, s. 13,)—viz., (@) There is only 
one God, one divine nature, s. 16; (0) but in this 
divine nature there is the distinction of Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost, as three, (called subjects, 
persons, and other names of similar import in 
the language of the schools 3) and (c) these three 
have equally, and in common with one another, 
the nature and perfections of supreme divinity. 
This is the true, simple doctrine of the Trinity, 
when stripped of refined and learned distinctions. 
According to this doctrine there are in the divine 
nature THREE, inseparably connected with one 
another, possessing equal glory, but making 
unitedly only onz God. 
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This doctrine thus exhibited is called a mys: 
tery (in the theological sense), because there is 
much in the mode and manner of it which is 
unintelligible. The obscurity and mystery ot 
this subject arise from our inability to answe: 
the question, In what sense and in what manner 
do these three so share the divine nature as to make 
only one God? But as the learned employed 
themselves in attempting to answer this ques- 
tion, and endeavoured, by the help of philosophy, 
to establish certain distinctions, they fell, of 
course, into explanations more or less opposed, 
and from this diversity of opinion, into strife and 
contention. They began.to persecute those who 
dissented from some learned distinctions which 
they regarded as true, to denounce them as he- 
rectics, and to exclude them from salvation. 
In their zeal for their philosophical theories, 
they neglected to inculcate the practical conse- 
quences of this doctrine, and instead of joyfully 
partaking of the undeserved benefits which are 
bestowed by the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
they disputed respecting the manner of the 
union of three persons in one God. 

Jesus requires that all his followers should 
profess their belief in the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, (Matt. xxviii. 19;) and by so doing, he 
places this doctrine among the first and most es- 
sential doctrines of his religion. ‘That it is sc 
is proved from many other declarations both of 
Jesus and his apostles. ‘The doctrine is, more- 
over, intimately connected with the whole exhi- 
bition of Christian truth. It is not, therefore, a 
doctrine which any one may set aside at plea- 
sure, as if it were unessential, and wholly dis- 
connected with the system of Christianity. But 
while Jesus requires us to believe in the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, he has nowhere taught us 
or required us to believe the learned distinctions 
respecting this doctrine which have been intro- 
duced since the fourth century. The unde- 
served benefits which they had received from 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, were the 
great subjects to which Jesus pointed his fols 
lowers in the passage above cited, and in 
others; that they were now able to understand 
and worship God in a more perfect manner, 
to approach him as their father and benefactor 
in spirit and in truth; that their minds were 
now enlightened. by the instructions given 
them by the Son of God, who had been sent 
into the world to be their teacher, and that their 
souls were redeemed by his death; that in con- 
sequence of what Christ had already done, and 
would yet do, they might be advanced in moral 
perfection, and made holy—a work specially 
ascribed to the aids and influence of the Holy 
Spirit; these are the great truths which Jesus 
requires his followers to believe from the heart, 
in being baptized in the name of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost. He did not reveal this 
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doctrine to men to furnish them with matter for 
speculation and dispute, and did not, therefore, 
prescribe any formulas by which the one or the 
other could have been excited. The same is 
true of this doctrine as of the Lord’s supper. 
Those who partake of this ordinance in the man- 
ner which Christ commanded, answer the ends 
for which it was instituted, and secure their 
spiritual profit, however much their views may 
differ with regard to the manner of Christ’s pre- 
sence in the symbols. 
Besides, it is certain that no particular distinc- 
tions respecting this doctrine were enforced by 
the church as necessary conditions of commu- 
nion during the first three centuries. And ac- 
cordingly we find that Justin the Martyr, Cle- 
ment of Alexandria, Origen, and other distin- 
guished men of the catholic party, made use of 
expressions and representations on this subject 
which are both discordant with each other, and 
which differ totally from those which were 
afterwards established in the fourth century. 
Then for the first time, at the Nicene Council, 
under the influence of Athanasius, and in oppo- 
sition to the Arians, were those learned and 
philosophical formulas, which have since been 
retained in the system of the church, established 
and enforced. (nat a belief in these formulas 
should be declared essential to salvation, as is 
done in the Athanasian creed, cannot but be 
disapprovedj),This creed, however, was not 
composed by Athanasius nor was it even 
ascribed to him before the seventh century, 
though it was probably composed in the fifth. 
The principle that any one who holds different 
views respecting the Trinity, sal/vus esse non 
poterit, (to use the language of this symbol,) 
would lead us to exclude from salvation the 
great majority even of those Christians who re- 
ceive the doctrine and language of the Council 
of Nice; for common Christians, after all the 
efforts of their teachers, will not unfrequently 
conceive of three Gods in the three persons of the 
Godhead, and thus entertain an opinion which 
the creed condemns. { But if the many pious 
believers in common Tife who entertain this 
theoretical error may yet be saved, then others 
who believe in Christ from the heart, and obey 
his precepts, who have a personal experience 
of the practical effects of this doctrine may 
also be saved, though they may adopt other 
particular theories and formulas respecting 
the Trinity different from that commonly re- 
ceived.2(These particular formulas and theo- 
ries, however much they may be regarded and 
insisted upon, have nothing to do with salva- 
tion. » And this leads us to remark, that learned 
hypotheses, refined distinctions, and technical 
phrases, should never be introduced into popu- 
lar instruction. They will never be intelligible 
to a common audience, and will involve the 
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minds of the common people and of the young 
in the greatest perplexity and confusion. So 
judged at one time the Emperor Constantine: 
ov dev Totas Snrnoers VOMOv TUWOs dvaryxy mpootar= 
TE, OVE TALS MaYTwY dxOALs ArpovONTws nLOTEvEL, 
Epist. ad Arium, Ap. Socr. i. 7. Would that 
he himself had afterwards remained true to 
these principles! [Vide Neander, Allg. Gesch. 
Christ, Rel., b. i. Abth. 2. s. 616.] 


Plan pursued in this Article. 


The theologians of former times generally 
blended their own speculations and those of 
others on the subject of the Trinity with the 
statement of the doctrine of the Bible. Within 
a few years a better plan has been adopted, 
which is, to exhibit first the simple doctrine of 
the Bible, and afterwards, in a separate part, 
the speculations of the learned respecting it. 
In pursuance of this plan we shall divide the 
present Article into two chapters, of Which the 
First will contain the Biblical Doctrine of the 
Trinity, and the seconn, the History of this 
Doctrine, of all the changes it has undergone, 
and of the distinctions and hypotheses by which 
the learned in different ages have endeavoured 
to define and illustrate it. 


CHAPTER I. 


BIBLICAL DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


SECTION XXXIV. 


IS THIS DOCTRINE TAUGHT IN THE OLD 
TESTAMENT 


Ir has always been allowed that the doctrine 
of the Trinity was not fully revealed before the 
time of Christ, and-is clearly taught only in the 
New Testament. But, at the same time, it was 
supposed from some passages in the Old Testa- 
ment that this doctrine was to a greater or less 
degree known to the Israelites at the time when 
the New Testament was written, at least that 4 
plurality in the godhead was believed by them, 
although perhaps not exactly a Trinity. In 
proof of this opinion, such passages as Gen. i. 
26 were cited by Justin Martyr, Ireneus, 
Tertullian, Origen, Eusebius, Theodoret, Gre- 
gory of Nyssa, Basil, and other ecclesiastical 
fathers. Vide Mangey on Philo, De Opif. 
mundi, p. 17. 

This opinion was universal in the protestant 
church during the sixteenth century, and at the 
beginning of the seventeenth. The first who 
questioned it was G. Calixtus, of Helmstadt, 
who in 1645 published an Essay, De Trinitate, 
and in 1649, another, De myster. Trunitatis, an 
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ex solius V. T. libris possit demonstrari? He 
was, however, vehemently opposed by Abr. 
Calovius, and others. And the opinion for- 
merly held by the theologians continued to 
prevail even into the eighteenth century. But 
the opinion of Calixtus has since been revived, 
and has gradually obtained the approbation of 
most theologians of the present time, although 
there are still some who declare themselves in 
favour of the ancient opinion. 

The truth on this subject will probably be 
found in a medium between the extreme to 
which writers on both sides have frequently 
gone. (1) It is true, that if the New Testa- 
ment did not exist we could not derive the 
doctrine of the Trinity from the Old Testament 
alone. But (2) it is equally true, that by the 
manner in which God revealed himselfin the Old 
Testament, the way was prepared for the more 
full disclosure of his nature that was afterwards 
made. The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, are 
frequently mentioned in the Old Testament, 
and the Son is represented as one through 
whom God will bestow blessings upon men, 
and the Holy Spirit is said‘to be granted to 
them for their sanctification. Vide Morus, p. 
59,s. 1, note 1,2. But (3) respecting the in- 
timate connexion of these persons, or respecting 
other distinctions which belong to the doctrine 
of the Trinity, there is nothing said in the Old 
Testament. 

Many objections may be made against each 
particular text of the Old Testament, in which 
an allusion is perceived to a trinity or plurality 
in God. But these texts are so many in num- 
ber and so various in kind, that they impress 
an unprejudiced person, who considers theron 
all in connexion, with the opinion that such a 
plurality in God is indicated in the Old Testa- 
ment, though it was not fully developed or 
elearly defined before the Christian revela- 
tion. 

These texts may be arranged in the following 
classes.:— 

1. Those in'which the names of God have 
the form of the plural, and in which, therefore, 
a plurality in his nature seems to be indicated. 
The names ov7>x, MW, DVN, i, are cited as 
examples ; but they afford no certain proof, as 
they may be only the pluralis majestaticus of the 
Oriental languages. ‘Vide s. 17. 

2. Texts in which God speaks of himself as 
many. But the plural in many of these cases 
can be accounted for from the use of the plural 
nouns ov, WW, jn. Philo thinks, (De Opif. 
Mundi, p. 17, ed. Mangey,) that in the pas- 
sage, Gen. i. 26, Let us make man, God ad- 
dresses the angels. Maimonides thinks the 
same of the passage, Gen. xi. 7, Let us go down 
end confound their language. Vide Mangey, 
in loc. It is not uncommon in Hebrew for 
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kings to speak of themselves in the plural— 
e. g., 1 Kings, xii. 9; 2 Chron. x. 9; Ezra, iv 
18. In Isaiah, vi. 8, God asks, who will go fos 
us (029)? where the plural form may be expliin- 
ed either as the pluralis majestatécus, or as de- 
noting an assembly for consultation. The 
chiefs.of heaven (0°51) are described as there 
collected; and:God puts to them the question, 
whom shall we make our messenger 2 as 1 Kings, 
xxii. 20, seq. 

3. Texts in which mm is distinguished from 
mim, and osx from ox. Jehovah rained brim- 
stone and fire from Jehovah, Gen. xix. 24. O 
our Gop, hear the prayer of thy servant, for the 
Lorp’s (Christ’s ?) sake, Dan.ix. 17. But these 
texts, by themselves, do not furnish any deci- 
sive proof; for in the simplicity of ancient style 
the noun is often repeated instead of using the 
pronoun; and so, from Jehovah may mean from 
himself; and for the Lord’s sake may mean for 
thine own sake—i. e., on account of thy promise. 
Many other texts may be explained in the same 
way; as Hosea, i. 7; Zach. x. 12. In this con- 
nexion the passage, Ps. xlv. 7, is often cited: 
therefore, O Ged (Messiah ?), thy God (the Fa- 
ther) hath anointed thee. But the name oy7>s is 
sometimes given to earthly kings. It does not, 
therefore, necessarily prove that the person to 
whom it is here given must be of the divine na- 
ture. ‘The passage, Ps. ex. 1, »542 mm 083, 
«‘ Jehovah said to my Lord,” &c. is also cited. 
But .s3 (Messiah) is here distinguished from 
Jehovah, and is not deseribed as participating 
in the divine nature, but only in the divine go- 
vernment, as far as he was constituted Messiah _ 
by God. 

4. Texts in which express mention is made 
of the Son of God, and of the Holy Spirit. 

(a) Of the Son of God. The principal text 
in this class is Ps. ii. 7, Thou art my Son; this 
day have I begotten thee, coll. Psalm Ixxii. 1; 
Ixxxix. 27. This Psalm was always under 
stood by the Jews, and by the writers of the , 
New Testament, to relate to the Messiah. But; 
he is here represented under the image of a 
king, to.whose government, according to the 
will of God, all must submit. And it is the 
dignity of this office of king, or Messiah, of 
which the Psalmist appears here to speak. The 
name Son of God was not unfrequently given to | 
kings; it is not, therefore, nomen essentiz, but’ 
dignitatis messianz. The passage would then 
mean, Thou art. the king (Messiah) of my ap- 
pointment: this day have I solemnly declared 
thee such. That the phrase to-day alludes to the 
resurrection of Christ is proved by a reference 
to Acts, xiii. 30—34. The writers of the New 
Testament everywhere teach that Christ wag 
proved to be the Messiah by his resurrection 
from the dead. Cf. Rom. i. 3, 4. In thia 
Psalm, therefore, the Messiah is rather exbibited 
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as xing, divinely-appointed ruler, and sead of 
the church, than as belonging to the divine 
nature. 

(4) Of the Holy Spirit. There are many texts 
of this class, but none from which, taken by 
themselves, the personality of the Holy Spirit 
can be proved, as it can easily be from passages 
in the New Testament. The term Holy Spirit 
may mean, in these texts, (1) The divine nature 
in general; (2) particular divine attributes, as 
omnipotence, knowledge, or omniscience ; (3) 
the divine agency, which is its more common 
meaning. Vides. 19, II. The principal pas- 
sage here cited is Isaiah, xlviii. 16, where the 
whole doctrine of the Trinity is supposed to be 
taught; m7) ww TID IAN HAY), And now Jehovah 
(the Father) and his Spirit (the Holy Ghost) 
hath sent me (the Messiah). wy has usually 
been rendered as if it were in the accusative; 
but it is more properly rendered as a nominative 
in the Septuagint, the Syriac Version, also by 
Luther, and the English translators. It means 
here, as it always does when used by the pro- 
phets in this connexion, the direct, immediate, 
command of God. Cf. Acts, xiii. 2,4. Tosay, 
then, the Lord anv uis Spirit hath sent me, is 
the same as to say, the Lord hath sent me by a 
direct, immediate command. 

5. Texts in which three persons are expressly 
mentioned, or in which there is a clear reference 
to the number three. In this class the text, Ps. 
XXXill. 6, was formerly placed: the heavens were 
made by the word (Aéyos, Messiah) of Jehovah 
{the Father); and ail the host of them by the 
spirit of his mouth. But by the word of the Lord, 
and the spirit of his mouth, nothing more is 
meant than by his command, will, as appears 
from the account of the creation. Cf. verse 9, 
«He spake and it was done; he commanded, 
and it stood fast.” The threefold repetition of 
the name Jehovah in the benediction of the high 
priest, Num. vi. 24, is more remarkable: Jeho- 
vah bless thee, and keep thee ; Jehovah be gracious 
to thee ; Jehovah give thee peace. But the know- 
ledge of the Trinity at that early period cannot 
be coneluded from a mere threefold repetition 
of the name of Jehovah, unless it is elsewhere 
exhibited in the writings of the same author. 
Of the same nature is the threefold repetition of 
the word holy by the seraphs, the invisible ser- 
vants of God, Isa. vi. 3. To account for this 
repetition we might suppose there were three 
heavenly choirs; but the question might then 
be asked, why these choirs were exactly three? 
It is certainly not impossible that the idea of a 
trinity in the godhead may be here presupposed, 
and also in the threefold benediction of the high 
priest. These choirs are represented in the com- 
mencement of the verse as singing one after 
another, in alternate response, mice masap. The 
word vinp inight have been sung by each choir 
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separately, and the last words, the whole earth 
is full of tay glory, by the three choirs united. 

Thus it appears that no one of the passages 
cited from the Old Testament in proof of the 
Trinity is conclusive, when taken by itself; but, 
as was before stated, when they are all taken 
together, they convey the impression that at 
least a plurality in the godhead was obscurely 
indicated in the Jewish scriptures. 


SECTION XXXV. 


OF THOSE TEXTS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT IN 
WHICH FATHER, SON, AND HOLY SPIRIT ARE 
MENTIONED IN CONNEXION. 


Since the Old Testament proves nothing 
clearly or decidedly upon this subject, we must 
now turn to the New Testament. The texts 
from the New Testament which relate to the 
doctrine in question may be divided into two 
principal classes: (a) Those in which Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit are mentioned in connexion ; 
(b) Those in which these three subjects are mene 
tioned separately, and in which their nature and 
mutual relation is more particularly described. 
In this section we shall treat only of the first 
class. But the student will need to be on his 
guard here, lest he should deduce more from 
these texts, separately considered, than they 
actually teach. ¢ The doctrine of the Trinity 
in all its extent and in all its modifications is 
taught in no single passages in the New Testa- 
ment. The writings of the apostles always 
presuppose the oral instructions which they had 
given to the Christians whom they addressed, 
and do not therefore exhibit any regular and 
formal system of doctrines. Hence, in order 
to ascertain what the doctrines of the gospel 
are, we must compare different texts, and form 
our conclusion from the whole. The first class 
of texts, taken by itself, proves only that there 
are the three subjects above named, and that 
there is a difference between them; that the 
Father in certain respects differs from the Son, 
&c.; but it does not prove, by itself, that all the 
three belong necessarily to the divine nature, 
and possess equal divine honour. In proof of 
this, the second class of texts must be adduced. 

The following texts are placed in this class :— 

1 Matt. xxviii. 18—20. While Jesus con- 
tinued in the world, he, and his disciples by his 
direction, had preached the gospel only among 
the Jews, Matt. x. 5. But now, as he is about 
to leave the earth, he commissions them to pub- 
lish his religion everywhere, without any dis- 
tinction of nation. He had received authority 
from God to establish a new church, to receive 
ail men into it, and to exhibit himself as Lord of 
all, ver. 18; cf. John, xvii. 2, eovora naong 
capxos. Wherefore he requires his disciples, 
ver. 19, to go forth and proselyte all nations, 
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(uadnretoare ndv7a 7a gym) They were to 
do this in two ways,—viz., by baptizing (Baz- 
rivovres, ver. 19), and by instructing, (8iSaoxov- 
res, ver. 20.) ‘They were required to baptize 
their converts, eis 7o‘dvoua (Ova) tov ILarpos xa 
zov Tiov, xat tov wyiov IIvevuatos—i. €., evs Tov 
Tarépa, x. 7. % Lo baptize in the name of a 
person or thing, means, according to the usus 
loquendi of the Jews, to bind one by baptism to 
profess his belief, or give his assent, or yield obe- 
dience, to a certain ‘person or thing. ‘The Tal- 
mudists say, the Samaritans circumcise their 
children in the name of Mount Gerizim, and 
Christians are asked, 1 Cor. i. 13, 15, were ye 
baptized in the name of Paul? In 1 Cor. x. 3, 
it is said, ndvres (warépes) iBarricarto eis 
Meozy, and in Acts, xix. 4, that John the Bap- 
tist {arise eis tov épyouevoy. This text, taken 
by itself, would not prove decisively either the 
personality of the three subjects mentioned, or 
their equality, or divinity. For (a) the subject 
into which one is baptized is not necessarily a 
person, but may be a doctrine, or religion; as, 
to circumcise in the name of Mount Gerizim. 
(b) The person in whom one is baptized is not 

necessarily God, as Bazi ew ets Maony, Tavaor, 
' «7.2. (ce) The connexion of these three sub- 
jects does not prove their personality or equality. 
A subject may swear fealty to his Aing, to the 
officer under whose immediate government he is 
placed, and to the laws of the land. But does 
this prove that the king, officer, and laws are 
three persons, and equal to one another? And 
so, the objector might say, the converts to 
Christianity might be required to profess by 
baptism theiracknowledgment of the Father, (the 
author of the great plan of salvation ;) of the Son, 
(who had executed it) and of the doctrines re- 
vealed by God (xvevua ayrov), for the knowledge 
of which they were indebted to both the Father 
and the Son. But let it be once shewn from other 
texts that these subjects here mentioned are 
persons, and that they are equal to one another, 
and this construction is inadmissible. One 
thing, however, is evident from this text—viz., 
that Christ considered the doctrine respecting 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost as a fundamental 
doctrine of his religion, because he requires all 
his followers to be bound to a profession of 
it immediately on their being admitted as mem- 
bers of his church, by the initiatory rite of bap- 
tism. Vide Morus, p. 59, s. 2. 

2. 1 Pet. i, 2. Peter sends his salutations 
to Christians, and says to them, that they were 
admitted into the Christian church xara 7ipo- 
yvadw O0v marpds, (i. €., according to the gra- 
cious decree of God,) év ayagug (for eis dyra- 
Udy) mvevuaros, eis draxony xat (sts) pawreonor 
aiwatos ‘Incov Xporov, plainly referring to the 
above-mentioned obligations assumed by Chris- 
tians at baptism. The sense is, Ye are become 
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Christians according to the eternal deerce of Gud 
the Father, to the intent that ye should be made 
holy (morally perfect) through the Holy Spirit; 
and that ye should obey Jesus Christ, and obtain 
forgiveness through faith in his blood. But from 
what is here said of the Holy Spirit, it does not 
necessarily follow that he is a personal subject; 
nor from the predicates here ascribed to Christ, 
that he is necessarily divine; and so this pas- 
sage also, taken by itself, is insufficient. 

3. 2 Cor. xiii. 14, The grace of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, the love of God, and the communion of the 
Holy Spirit, be with you all. From the paral- 
lelism of the third member of this passage with 
the two former, we might perhaps infer the 
personality of the Holy Spirit. But from the 
mere collocation of the names of these persons, 
we could not justly infer that they possessed 
equal authority, or the same nature. 

4, John, xiv. 26. Here are three different 
personal subjects,—viz., 6 TLapaxayros, 
Ilvevma 7o dytov, 6 wépler 6 Warp ev 
7 Gvouate pov (Xpeorov). But that these 
three subjects have equal divine honour, and be- 
long to one divine nature, is not sufficiently 
proved from this passage, and can be argued 
with certainty only from texts of the second 
class. 

5. Matt. iii. 16, 17, where the baptism of 
Jesus by John is narrated, has been considered 
asa locus classicus upon this subject. So the 
ecclesiastical fathers considered it. Whence 
the celebrated formula, J ad Jordanam, et vide- 
bis Trinitatem. ‘This text was called by the 
ancients S<copavyeva. Three personal subjects 
are indeed here mentioned—viz., the voice of 
the Father, the symbol of the Holy Spirit 
(msprorepa), and Christ; but nothing is here 
said respecting their nature; and the phrase, 
Tids @sov (ver. 17) does not always indicate the 
divine nature of Christ. This passage then, 
taken by itself, does not contain the whole doc- 
trine of the Trinity. : 

But the sense of all these texts can be fully 
determined by the texts of the second class. 

As to the passage 1 John, v. 7, 8;—the words/ 
from év 7@ odpara, to év ty ‘yy, must be allowed, 
on all critical principles, to be spurious. But 
even allowing the text to be genuine, it would 
afford no strong proof of the entire doctrine of 
the Trinity. Three subjects are indeed enume- 
rated, 6 Tarnp, 6 Aoyos, and 7d dyvoy Tyeduas 
but their nature and essential connexion are not 
determined ; for the expression, oboe of zpscs ev 
slot, at the end of ver. 7, does not refer ad uni- 
tatem essentiz, and thus signify that they make 
together one divine being ; but ad unitatem vg- 
luntatis, and so means, as appears from the con- 
text, that they are agreed, unanimous, idem cun- 
jirmant. This is the meaning at the end of ver. 
8, as all are compelled to admit, and it is the 
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meaning of gv elvac, whenever it occurs in the | dren of God sometimes denotes hts Sarouriies, x re Cc 

writings of John, as John, x. 30; xvii. 11, &c. | those beloved by him; sometimes those who en- ( ~ cS 
Cr. on these verses: Sernler, Historische und | deavour to resemble him, especially in purity, {* * 

kritische Sammlungen iiber die sogenannten | love, and beneficence; sometimes both those ° | = 

Beweisstellen der Dogmatik, Erstes Stiick;} who love and follow him as children a father, Ph 

Halle, 1764, 8vo; also his Vertheidigung und | and those whom he loves as a father does duti- ™ @ % 

Zusatze, 2n St. 1768. Michaelis, Einleit. ins} ful children. In this respect, too, God is often ¢ : 
N. 'T., th. ii.; and especially Griesbach, Dia-| called the Futher of men—i. e., their example, Ye i 
tribe in loc. 1 John, v. Appendix, N. T. Ed. ii. | pattern, the being whom they imitate. When ® 7% 
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OF THOSE TEXTS IN WHICH THE FATHER, SON, 
AND HOLY GHOST ARE SEPARATELY MENTIONED, 
AND IN WHICH THEIR NATURE AND MUTUAL 
RELATION ARE TAUGHT. 


‘Tnese texts form the second class above men- 
tioned, s. 35; and they shew how the texts of 
the first class are to be understood. They prove 
(a) that the Son and Holy Spirit, according to 
the doctrine of the New Testament, are divine, 
or belong to the one divine nature; and (6) that 
the three subjects are personal and equal. In 
popular instruction it will be found best to ex- 
hibit this class of texts before the other. In 
examining these texts we shall exhibit (1) those 
which teach the divinity of the Father; (2) of 
the Son; (3) of the Holy Ghost. 


The Deity of the Father. 


When the term Father is applied to God it 
often designates the whole godhead, or the whole 
divine nature; as @sos 6 Mazzp, 1 Cor. viii. 
4—6; John, xvii. 1—3. He is often called @zos 
xat Iarrp—i. €., @cds 6 Marzp, or @zds 05 éore 
Ilarzp, as Gal. i. 4, (a Hebraism, like the use 
of 1 for the relative ws.) All the arguments, 
therefore, which prove the existence of God (vide 
s. 15—17), prove also the deity of the Father. 
In the scriptures God is called Father, 

1. Inasmuch as he is the creator and preserver. 
Deut. xxxii. 6, Is he not thy Father, who hath 
made thee and established thee2 1 Cor. viii. 6, 
Beds 6 Marnp e& ob ra navra, Ephes. iv. 6, 6 
Ilarjp xavzwv. The Hebrews call the author, 
inventor, teacher of anything, the father of it; 
as Gen. iv. 20—22, Jubal, the father of all who 
play on the harp, &c.; Job, xxxviii. 28, God, the 
Father of rain. 

2, Inasmuch as he is the benefactor, guardian, 
and guide of men. Psalm Ixviii. 5, The father 
of the fatherless. Job says of himself, (xxix. 16,) 
I was the father of the poor. Isaiah, Ixiii. 16, 
‘Thou (God) ar+ our father and redeemer.” 
Psalm ciii. 13, «* As a father pitieth his children, 
so the Lord pitieth them that fear him.”” It was 
a great object with Christ to diffuse just appre- 
hensions respecting the universal paternal love 
of God to men. Cf. Romans, viii. 15, 16, also 


8. 28, 30,31. Hence he frequently calls God, | Luke, ii. 49. Theologians therefore say: Pater? ae 
Father, heavenly Father, &c. The name chil | dicitur dupliciter ; (a) tnosrarixus, persona ie? wae 


the name Father is applied to God in either of | 
these respects, as creator or as benefactor, the , ~ 
whole godhead is intended, 5 
3. God is frequently called in the New Tes- »; 
tament, 6 @s0s xat Taznp rov Kupiov 'Iyoov Xpua- | 
rov, Romans, xv. 6; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Ephes.i.3, 7° 
&c. This expression in many texts indicates, _ 
(a) The relation in which Christ, as the Sa- 
viour of men, stands to God; in which relation 
he is frequently called the Son of God, s. 37. 
God is represented in the Bible as properly the é 
author and institutor (Ilarzp) of Christianity ; 
and also as the father of Christ, in that he sent » , 
him into the world, and commissioned him as a & 
man to instruct and to redeem our race. It is @ 
clear from John that Christ himself often calls — 
God his father, in reference to this charge and nN 
ps 
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commission which God had given him. John, 
Xvil. l—3, Marep,—d0Eacdv cov rov Tidv—tuxag 
aire eovoay maons capxds iva yuvdoxwoe oé, TOV M& 
povoy GAnSwov Ody, xav Ov aréorerras, Incovy 
Xpeorov. This is quite accordant with that 
scriptural usage before specified, by which the 4, 
author of a thing is called its father. And be- . & 
sides, teachers were called by the Jews fathers, ~ » 
and those taught by them, children. 2 Kings,’ * 
ii. 12; vi. 21, Christ says to his disciples, 
Matt. xxiii. 9, Let none call you FATHER (as 
teachers are called), for une is your Father, 
(teacher, instructor,) who is in heaven. 

(b) This phrase, the Father of Jesus Christ, in 
many passages, undoubtedly indicates a certain 
internal relation existing in the godhead of the 
deity of Christ to the deity of the Father, the’ 
peculiar nature of which relation is nowhere dis- 
closed in the Bible, and probably cannot be 
clearly understood by men. {We know, how- 
ever, that while Christ always acknowledged® 
that he derived everything from the Father, hee 
made himself equal to him.) Vide Morus, p.” 
63, 8.8. In this sense, Chfist uses the phrase ® “ 
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in many passages, and among others, in his >. a NN 
discourse, John, v. {This even the Jews noticed,,; © | 
and accused him of blasphemy, because he %| © 
called God Marépa idvorv, and so made himself . f 

equal to God, (ver. 18.)) Nor does Christ blame, * 
them, in his answer, for understanding him irg¢ ® 
this way; but, on the contrary, goes on to say,< 6 
ver. 23, that all should honour the Son even ase © 
they honour the Father. Cf. John, x. 30, seq.j% ¢ ® 
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sncommunicabiliter, (de prima persona;) (0) 
odowwdas, essentialiter; sic tribus personis esse 
commune. Morus, p. 60, note ad. s. 4. 


SECTION XXXVII. 


OF THE TEXTS IN WHICH DIVINE NAMES ARE 
GIVEN TO CHRIST. 


Tue deity of Christ is proved from three 
classes of texts. Morus, p. 60, seq. s. 5—9. 
(a) Texts in which divine names are ascribed to 
him, s. 37. But from most of these texts, in 
themselves considered, we can derive no very 
strong argument for the supreme or essential 
deity of Christ. They rather prove his divine- 
ness than his decly. In order to prove the deity 
of Christ, we depend upon (b) texts in which 
divine attributes and works, and (c) divine honour 
or worship (cultus divinus) are ascribed to him. 
Both of these classes will be considered ins. 
38, coll. s. 100. From all these texts in con- 
junction the result is, that Christ is called God 
on account of his divine attributes and works. 
Morus, p. 63. 

Note 1. Works in defence of the deity of 
Christ. Among the more ancient writers, Ca- 
lixtus, Whitby, Spener, Venema, defended this 
doctrine. Among the more modern, G. F. Seiler 
has written, and with reference to the present 
controversies, Ueber die Gottheit Christi; Leip- 
zig, 1775, 8vo. Semler, Ueber die Beweisstellen 
u. s. w. 1772, 4to; particularly his Azstorical 
notes. ‘+Gottheit Christi, Ist sie wohl aus 
seinen eignen Reden zu erweisen?’’ (printed 
without name of the place, 1790, 8vo.) In the 
year 1786, the King of England gave, as the 
subject of a premium-essay, the proof of the divi- 
nity of Christ (in the sense of the Lutheran 
church), and appointed the theological faculty 
at Gottingen to award the prize, (a medal, worth 
50 ducats.) ‘This gave occasion to the follow- 
ing work of Semler, Vorbereitung auf die 
Konig]. Grossbrit. Preisfrage von der Gottheit 
Christi; Halle, 1787, 8vo. From twenty-seven 
essays that were offered, none were judged wor- 
thy of the prize. The faculty, however, pub- 
lished the following essay as the best: Jo. Frid. 
Flatt, Commentatio, in qua symbolica ecclesiz 
nostra dei deitate Christi sententia probatur et 
vindicatur; Gottinge, 1788, 8vo. The follow- 
ing able and intelligent letters, written under 
fictitious names, owed their origin to this prize: 
lo. Aspontani ad Rud. Plimmelium, de deitate 
Jesu Christi, epistole quatuor; Lips. 1789, 
8vo. Martini, Versuch einer pragmatischen 
Geschichte des Dogma von der Gottheit Christi, 
in den vier ersten Jahrhunderten; Rostock und 
Leipzig, 1800. 

Note 2. Morus, p. 65, s. 9, makes the follow- 
ing just observation~ Christ has laid the human 
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race under infinite oblige sions, by the speetas 
blessings relating to our salvation, which he 
has bestowed upon us. But these benefits de- 
rive an additional value from the exalted cha- 
racter of the person to whom we owe them. 
And the gratitude which we shall feel towards 
him, and our willingness to obey his precepts 
and to believe his doctrine, will therefore proba- 
bly be in proportion to the idea we form of his 
character. It is not then, as many would have 
us suppose, a matter of no. consequence to un- 
dervalue the character of Christ, or degrade him 
to the level of aman. The truth of this obser- 
vation is abundantly confirmed both by scripture 
and experience ; and it should be seriously pon- 
dered by every teacher of religion. 

The following are the principal texts in which 
the names of deity are given to Christ ;— 

1. John, i. 1, 2. Christ is here called 6 
novos: Morus, p. 71, note. John is the only 
one of the New-Testament writers who applies 
this name to Christ. He wrote among the 
Grecian Jews, and for the Hellenistic Chris- 
tians, among whom probably this appellation 
of Christ. must at that time have been very com- 
mon ; which is the reason why he does not more 
fully explain it. It signifies among the Jews 
and other ancient people, when applied to God, 
everything by which God reveals himself to men, 
and makes known to them his will. Hence those 
who made known the divine will to men were 
called by the Hellenists x00, otherwise ayychor, 
Sovr00 @cov* aS, Oeds ypyrar Aoyors, Philo, Migrat. 
Abrah. Vide Book of Wisdom, xviii. 15, o 
which ef. Grotius. Now this word was proba 
bly applied to the Messiah, by way of eminence 
because he was considered as the greatest divine 
messenger; Rev. xix. 13. 

The Hellenists, however, frequently asso- 
ciated very erroneous ideas with this word ; and 
on this account John undertakes here to correct 
their mistakes respecting it, and gives it a very 
elevated meaning. He says: 6 Adyos (the de- 
clarer, revealer of God) existed év épx7—viz., roo 
xdouov (mena, Gen. i. 1—i. e., ab zxterno.) 
Did he exist before the creation of the world, he 
must be God; for before the creation nothing 
but God himself existed. This pre-existence 
of Christ is also taught in his discourses, John, 
viii. 58; xvii. 5,24. And the Adyos was with 
God—viz., before he revealed himself to men. 
Kat @cds qv 6 Aoyos, propositio inversa, as in 
John, iv. 24. 'O Aoyos is the subject; the Logos 
was God. Crell’s conjectural reading, @cov Fy 
6 AOyos, must be rejected at once, since all the 
MSS. agree in the common reading, which is 
undoubtedly correct. Vide s. 100. In this 
passage the principal proof does not lie in tha 
word doyos, nor even in the word Seds, which in 
a larger sense is often applied to kings and 
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earthly rulers, but to what is predicated of the 

Aoyos—viz., that he existed from elernily with 

God ; that the world was made by him, &c. This 

text belongs, therefore, to the following general 
ass, as well as to this, 

2. John, xx. 28. Here Thomas, at last con- 
zinced that Christ was actually risen from the 
dead, thus addresses him: 6 Kupeos mov xai 6 Osds 
you. The nominative instead of the vocative. 
EJ ov, or some similar phrase, must be supplied, 
in order to complete the sense: “Thou art truly 
he, my Lord and my God.” It is not an ex- 
clamation of wonder, as some have understood 
it; fur it is preceded by the phrase elxev aita, 
he said this to him; addressed him in these 
words. In the same manner the Romans, after 
the time of Tiberius, used the expression Domi- 
nus ae Deus noster, in relation to the emperors, 
whom they deified. ‘Thomas probably remem- 
bered what Jesus had often said respecting his 
superhuman origin, John, v. 8, 10, 17, seq.; and 
he now saw it all confirmed by his resurrection 
from the dead. Christ seems to have approved 
of the manner in which he was addressed by 
Thomas. 

3. Philip. ii. 6, where it is said of Christ that 
he is toa @ea, Deo xqualis ; not 6uwovos Ozu, dv- 
TidE0$, Seoeixenros, similis Deo—terms applied by 
Homer to kings and heroes. The term doos 
®<q, or the contrary, is never applied to a finite 
or created being. Hence the Jews, John, v. 
18, considered it as blasphemy in Christ to make 
himself tcov @c@ Vide s. 38. 

4. Rom. ix. 5. Paul is speaking of the privi- 
leges of the Jewish nation, and mentions among 
others the circumstance, that Christ was derived 
from them, as to his bodily nature, é& dv 6 Xpro- 
tos to xara oapxa* and then adds, 6 dy av mar- 
tov O£0¢, evroynros eis rors aiavas! If this re- 
fers to Christ, it is a very strong proof of his 
divinity. For the phrase @zds evaoynros is ap- 
plied only to the supreme God, Romans, i. 25; 
Mark, xiv.61. Besides 6 dv is used for 6¢ éor, 
which usually relates to the immediate antece- 
dent. 

But the passage is sometimes differently 
pointed, a full stop being placed after oapxa, 
and then this whole proposition is referred to 
the Father. So Origen, Eusebius, and many 
of the ecclesiastical fathers; vide Wetstein and 
Semler. But (a) it must then read, according 

to the usus loquendi of the Greeks : 6 éxi xavzuv, 
without Gv: or 6 @cds, 6 én navray (dy) 5 though 
in answer to this, it might indeed be said that 
Paul was little versed in the Grecian idiom, 
and has many ungrammatical constructions. 
But an ungrammatical construction of such a na- 
ture is found nowhere else, either in Paul, or 
the other writers of the New Testament. (b) 
In all the passages, without exception, in which 
18 
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these words are used as a doxology, eiroynres 
(p73) stands first in the clause; accordingly, if 
it referred to the Father, it would read EVAOYNTOS 
6 @sds 6 éxt navewy. This usage is as fixed and 
invariable in Greek, as in German to say Gott- 
lob! instead of Lobgott! (c) Since Paul has 
elsewhere ascribed divine perfection to Christ 
in the distinctest manner, as will be proved s, 
38, there is no reason why the natural meaning 
of his language in this passage should be per- 
verted. And if this passage were read in an 
unprejudiced manner, it would undoubtedly be 
referred by every one to Christ. 

5. John, x. 28—30, éyw xai é Maryp év gopev. 
These words are not to be understood to denote 
so much an equality of nature, as unanimity of 
feeling and purpose; s. 35, note, ad finem. Still 
the passage is quite remarkable ; because Christ 
professes to do his work zn common with his 
Father; and this is more than any man, pro- 
phet, or even angel, is ever said in the Bible to 
do. These perform their works through God, 
and by his assistance. Indeed, they do nothing 
themselves, and God does everything. That 
being one with God, therefore, which Jesus here 
asserts for himself, is something peculiar, and 
which belongs to him only as he is a being of a 
higher nature. Cf. John, v. 18, seq. 

6. Some of the texts in which Christ is called 
the Son of God. It is evident that this name is 
given in the New Testament to Christ in more 
than one relation, and consequently is used in 
more than one signification; vide s. 36, ad 
finem. Morus, p. 63, note 2. Three different 
senses of this name may be distinguished. 

(a) In many passages it is synonymous with 
xproros, Messiah, or king. In the oriental lan- 
guages, kings are commonly called the sons 
of God, by way of eminence, (so in Greek 
Svoyevers and dvorpepers;) and the most distin 
guished among them his first-born, Ps. ]xxxix. 
27. They were considered as the vicegerents 
of God upon earth,—as his representatives, 
bearing his image, and entrusted with his autho- 
rity, Ps. Ixxii. 2. The idea of a king, there- 
fore, is frequently implied in the appellation 
Sod of God, applied to Christ; which then is 
synonymous with mun, Xpeoros, Kprsros Ocov. 
This title was very commonly given to the Mes- 
siah by the Jews; vide Matt. xvi. 16; Luke, 
ix. 20; Matt. xxvii. 40; Luke, xxiii. 35; also 
the Talmud and Rabbins. It was undoubtedly 
taken originally from Ps. ii. 7, and 2 Sam. vii. 
14, both of which texts were referred by the 
Jews to the Messiah. If this title is understood 
in this way, it is easy to see how Paul can say, 
1 Cor. xv. 28, that hereafter, when the church 
on earth shall cease, the Son of God will lay 
down his Bactaevar, and as Ties become subject 
to the Father. In this same sense—namely, to 
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denote his Messiahship—Jesus also sometimes 
appropriates this name to himself. He says, 
Mark, xiii. 32, that he himself, as Nios, knew not 
the time of the judgment of Jerusalem. ‘To con- 
tend, therefore, that this appellation always de- 
notes the divine nature of Christ, would involve 
us in unnecessary difficulty. But the meaning 
which we have now given will by no means 
apply in all the cases in which this appellation 
occurs. It sometimes denotes, 

(b) The higher nature of Christ—e. g., Rom. 
i. 3, 4. Christ is here spoken of in two re- 
spects: first, xara odpxa, in his inferior nature, 
his humanity, and in this he is called vos 
Aovid: secondly, xara mvevua dytacvyns, as to 
his higher, more perfect nature, 76 Setov, and in 
this he is called ids @cov, and solemnly de- 
clared to be such by God in his resurrection 
from the dead. Jesus, moreover, uses this title 
of himself in this sense, John, v. 17, seq.; and 
the Jews well understood that by thus using it 
he made himself equal to God; ef. x. 30, 33. 
Nor did Christ charge them with misunder- 
standing him, but, on the contrary, admitted the 
sense they had put upon his words; ef. ver. 18, 
23; and x. 34. Again, the predicates connected 
with this appellation, John, i. and Heb. i. ii., 
are such as are never used in respect to any 
man, or any created spirit. Thus Christ. is 
called movoyevns. Moreover, Xporos is often 
distinguished from vos @zov. Thus, Matt. xvi. 
16, where Peter answers a question of Jesus, 
by saying, thow art the Christ, the Son of God: 
ef. John, xx. 31. 

(c) He is also called Son of God, Luke, i. 35, 
to designate the immediate power of God in the 
miraculous production of his human nature. In 
the same sense, Adam, who was immediately 
created by God, is called the Son of God, Luke, 
iii. 38. 

7. Tit. ii. 13, We expect the glorious appear- 
ance, the éxupavevay ens Sosys vov me yanrov 
Ozov xal sarypos uav 'Inoov Xpeorov. Here 
it is objected, that if @eds wéyas related to Christ, 
the xac would be omitted. But since zov is 
omitted before cwrnpos, both peyaaov @sov and 
owrypos must be construed as in apposition with 
Inoov Xpusrov, according toa known usage of 
the Greek language; and so they are construed 
by many of the ancient writers. Besides, éa- 
paveca is the word by which the solemn coming 
of Christ is appropriately designated. The pas- 
sage therefore, is regarded, even by Henke, as 
referring to Christ. 

These are the most important texts of this 
class. Other texts are sometimes placed in con- 
nexion with these, which are less capable of de- 
fence, either on critical or philological grounds. 
Such are 1 John, v. 20; 1 Tim. iii. 16; Acts, 
XX. 28 
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SECTION XXXVIII. 


OF THE TEXTS IN WHICH DIVINE ATTRIBUTES 
“AND WORKS ARE ASCRIBED TO CHRIST ; AND IN 
WHICH DIVINE HONOUR IS REQUIRED FOR HIM. 


I. Texts in which Divine Altributes and Works are 
. ascribed to Christ. 


Tuts is the second class of the division mene 
tioned in the first part of s.37. Many doubtful 
texts are often placed in this class, in order te 
make out the proof, that all the divine attributes 
are ascribed to Christ in the Bible. But the 
proof of this is not at all important. For if it 
be allowed that one single divine attribute is 
ascribed to Christ in the Bible, the conclusion is 
inevitable, that he must possess all the rest 
The divine attributes cannot be separated o1 
disjoined ; where one of them exists, all of 
them must be found. And the truth of this 
cannot be disputed. Vides. 18. The follow- 
ing divine attributes and works are distinctly 
ascribed to Christ in the scriptures—viz., 

1. Eternity. Cf. Morus, p. 60, 61, s. 6. 
This attribute is ascribed to him in those texts 
in which he is said to have existed before the 
foundation of the world; tor this is the way in 
which eternity a parte ante is always described. 
Vide s. 20. Here belongs the text, John, i. 1 
(s. 37); and also John, xvii. 5, Glorify me 
with that glory which I had with thee xpd row 
tov xdsuov eltvat, The glory here spoken of 
could not be that derived from the government 
of the kingdom of God, or of the church; be- 
cause neither of them existed before the crea- 
tion of the world; it can therefore be nothing 
else than divine glory. Here, two, belongs the 
passage, John, viil. 58, where Christ describes 
his higher nature, by saying, Before Abraham 
was, L Am (eiuc); for by this same verb, in the 
present tense, does God describe his own un- 
changeable being. Accordingly the Jews un- 
derstood him to assert for himself a divine attri- 
bute, and therefore charged him with blasphemy, 
and sought to stone him, (ver. 59.) And so fre- 
quently, according to the testimony of John and 
the other evangelists, Christ spoke of himself. 
in a manner in which it would have been pre- 
sumption and blasphemy for a prophet or any 
created being to speak. 

2. The creation and preservation of the world. _ 
This is ascribed to him, John, i. 1—3, Mavea 
de’ adrov &yéivero, xal yupts avrov eyéveto ovdE Ev, 
6 yéyover, Ver. 10, 'O xdouos de’ adrov éyévero. 
Col. i. 15—17, Hparoroxos ndons xrioews, not, 
primus inter res creatas, which would be incon- 
sistent with the context, ver. 16, where the rea- 
son is given why he was xpwroroxos: but, rex, 
the ruler of governor (xpwtevay iv naow, princi- 
patum tenens, Col. i. 18); in which sense 
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Christ is also called zpwréroxos in Heb. i. 6, and 
apy (i. €.y dpyav) t75 xtlosws Ozov, Rev. iii. 14. 
By him were all things in the universe created, 
(ey aire ixricdy ta narra 7a ev Tots ovpavors xat 
énxi wns y7ss) the material and spiritual world, 
(ra dpara xai adpara;) everything which is ele- 
vated, great, and powerful, (Spdvoe xvpidenres, 
apyar, x.7.2.;) all things were created by him 
(8é aivov) and on his account, or for his service 
(sts avrov). He exists from eternity (mpd nav- 
trav), and from him everything derives its exist- 
ence (1a narra év aire ovvéoryxe). Philo and 
Josephus often speak of God, the Creator, in 
the same way. Heb. i. 2,3. Christ is here 
described as épay, (i. €., conservans ; cf. xia, Is. 
xlvi. 3; and the phrase Sa oy applied to God) 
7G NavTA TE inmate T7775 durauews airor i. e., by 
his almighty will or command, ‘That in the 
clause, dv’ ob xat rovs aicdvas éxoinoev, the word 
3a may denote not merely the instrumental, but 
also the efficient cause, is evident from many 
texts—e. o., John, iii. 17 ; Romans, i. 5; 1 Cor. 
i. 9; and especially from Heb. ii. 10, where 
the same word is used in reference to the Fa- 
ther, & ob ra xavra. And that the meaning of 
Paul was, that the Son himself was the creator 
of the universe, is placed beyond a doubt from 
the text, Heb. i. 10, where Ps. cii. 26 (Thou, 
Lord, hast founded the earth ; the heavens are the 
work of thy hands,) is quoted and applied to 
Christ. Therefore inasmuch as the eternal 
power and majesty of the Father are declared 
by the creation, so far as it is his work (Rom. 
i. 20); the eternal power and majesty of the 
Son are declared by this same creation, so far 
as itis Ais work. For further remarks respect- 
ing the creation of the world by the Son, vide 
8. 47. 

3. Ommnipotence is ascribed to Christ, Phil. iii. 
21; omniscience, Matt. xi. 27. John, vi. 46, 
He only, ispaxe tov rarépa. 
He is also described as the searcher of hearts, 
who knows and will bring to light the most hid- 
den things, 1 Cor. iv. 5. Indeed, it follows of 
course, that if Christ has created, governs, and 
preserves all things, he must possess omnipo- 
tence and omniscience. Here it is objected, 
that from other texts it is clear that Christ re- 
ceived both his doctrine and his power from the 
Father—e. g., Matt. xi. 27, navta mor ztapsd03y 
ind rov rarpos. John, viii. 26; xii. 49; Matt. 
xxviii. 18, all power in heaven and in earth is 
Given me. John, iii. 35; v. 263 the Mather hath 
given power to the Son to raise the dead, &c. 
But in these passages Christ is spoken of as 
Messi1an, or as an ambassador appointed by 
God. And here it is evident, that he is consi- 
dered in the New Testament both as God, and 
as God united with man. Vide s. 100, seq. 

Note.—The passage Col. ii. 9, év air xarouxst 
Nay 7d MAnpioMa THs Ied7N TOS ComaTixcs, is quoted 
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to prove that Christ possesses all divine perfec: 
tions. But the text must be explained by the 
parallel texts, Col. i. 19, év aire eddoxnoe man 
70 mANpOMG xarorxnoaL, and Ephes. iii. 19, where 
the phrase xarpwoua Ocov occurs instead of 
AMppwosta Ssornr0s, So that Seorns is abstract for 
conerete, like xvpiorns instead of Kvpios. Tay- 
pea means multitude, collection; as narpwra 
tov tvev, Rom, xi. 25, By the phrase, then, 
nav 76 MAVpOMA THs SedrnTos, the whole multi- 
tude of men living under the divine government 
are intended, and when of these it is said, that 
they év aire (Xpror@) xarocxet, it is the same as 
to say, All men without distinction, whether 
Jews or Greeks, have citizenship in the Chris- 
tian church,—all are the people of God. Sapa- 
tixas is equivalent to ds; céua, and must be ex- 
plained by the parallel texts, Col. i. 18; Ephes. 
i, 225 iv. 15; according to which the meaning 
of the phrase is, they compose the Bopy, or church, 
of which Christ is the head (xepany.) Neesselt, 
in his Weihnachts programm. of 1785, gives 
another explanation. He supposes the allu- 
sion is to the"perfect divine instruction which 
is given by Christ, and that in a eal and dis- 
tinct manner (cwuarixas); and not in symbols © 
and images, as in the Mosaic religion. 


Il. Texts in which Divine Honour is required for 
Christ. 

This is the third class of texts in proof of the 
divinity of Christ. Christ and his apostles ex 
pressly teach that divine honour and worship 
must be paid to God only. Vide Matt. iv. 10, 
coll. Deut. vi. 13; Rev. xix. 10. And in this 
they agree entirely with the prophets of the Old 
Testament. Vide Isa. xlii. 8; xlviii.11. Hence 
it is just to conclude, that when Christ himself 
and his apostles require that divine worship 
should be paid to him, they acknowledge that 
he is God; otherwise they would require what, 
according to their own principles, would be 
blasphemy. ‘The following are the principal 
texts of this class :— 

1. John, v. 23, All should honour the Son, even 
as they honour the Father ; whoso honours not the 
Son, honours not the Father who hath sent him. 
We reason thus:—If the worship due to the 
Father should be paid to the Son, and if he who 
withholds from the Son such worship as is due 
to the Father, is regarded as if he honoured not 
the Father, it follows that equal honour is due 
to the Son with the Father. But Christ, ac- 
cording to his own maxims,could have laid no 
claim to this honour if he were less than the 
Father, or, which is the same thing, were not 
God. Now the Son is honoured as the Father, 
his instructions and precepts are embraced and 
obeyed as those of the Father; when the same 
unlimited confidence is placed in him as 19 
placed in the Father; when all our salvation is 
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expected from him. as it is from the Father: and 
this is what Jesus requires of his disciples. 

2. That the apostles and primitive Christians 
must have understood and explained these and 
similar expressions of Christ in this manner, 
appears from theirexample. For (a) the apos- 
tles and first Christians directed their prayers 
to Christ—e. g., in the choice of an apostle, 
Acts, i. 24: Sb, Kupce, xapdvoyradora NaVTaV, 
coll. v. 21, where Jesus is called Kupuos. The 
6 Kupeos, whom Paul invoked, 2 Cor. xii. 8, was 
Christ; for it was that the power of Christ 
(Sdvaues Xprstov) might be manifested in sup- 
porting him that he was willing to suffer; cf. 
Acts, vii. 59. Besides, in the early ages of 
Christianity, it was well known even among 
the heathen, that Christians worshipped Christ 
as a God. Pliny (X. Epist. 97) says, he was 
assured that in their meetings, carmen Christo 
quast Deo soliti essent dicere secum invicem. (b) 
The apostles frequently refer to Christ the texts 
of the Old Testament which speak of the honour 
and worship of God—e. g., Heb. i. 6, Let all 
the angels of God worship him} from Psalm 
xevil. 7; also Rom. xiv. 11, from Is. xlv. 3. 

3. Phil. ii. 10, At the name of Jesus (i. e., 
when they hear the name of Jesus, 6 Kvptos, the 
Lord over all, ver. 9, 1 1,) every knee should bow, 
of angels, (or the inhabitants of heaven,) of the 
inhabitants of earth, and the inhabitants of the 
kingdom of the dead, (xavaz3ov.e;) in short, all 
in the universe, without exception. Should it 
be objected here that these words do not require 
that dévine honour should be given to Jesus, but 
that adoration only which is due to him as fing, 
Messiah, head of the church, (since in ver. 9, 11, 
he is spoken of in the latter character, and not 
as God,) it might be replied, that in the pre- 
ceding context he is expressly described as toa 
@cg. So that Paul here requires that same di- 
vine honour to be paid to Christ which he re- 
quires elsewhere, and which he himself ren- 
‘dered: All should worship as God this equal of 
God (ver. 6), whenever they heard his name, 
which is above every other. 

4. Here belong also the texts in which the 
apostles shew that they place their whole reli- 
ance on Christ; looked to him for all temporal 
and spiritual blessings, those relating to time 
and to eternity; and in which they exhort all 
Christians to do the same; and this reliance on 
Christ is expressed by them in the same lan- 
guage in which they speak elsewhere of their 
confidence in God and his providence, and 
which is never employed in reference to men or 
angels; 2 Cor. v. 8—11; 2 Tim. iy. 17, 18. 
The texts in which the apostles profess to work 
miracles év évouate Xpusrov, as his MESSENLENS, 
and by his power, are to be reckoned among the 
foregoing proofs—e. g., Acts, iii. 6, seq. &e.; 
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also the oaths and protestations which the apos- 
tles uttered by Christ, since, according to Chris- 
tian rules, they could swear by God alone— 
e. gy Rom. ix. 1, év Xptorg, by Christ! 2 Tim. 
ii. 7; finally, the texts in which the apostles 
supplicate grace from Christ, as well as from 
the Father, for all Christians. 

We see, then, from all these texts, that while 
the Bible always teaches that Christ receives 
all his endowments from the Father, (vide Mo- 
rus, p. 63, s. 8,) and that the Father acts 
through him; and bestows all good through 
him; it still describes him as literally God, and 
equal with the Father. And this is sufficient 
to establish our faith; and further than this we 
should not attempt to go. 


SECTION XXXIX. 


OF THE HOLY SPIRIT AND HIS PERSONALITY. 
I. Meaning of the term Holy Spirit. 


Ove of the principal difficulties in the diseus- 
sion of this doctrine arises from the various 
meanings of the words ny and zveipa, and of 
the compounds yp mr, ON M4, 1), Mvedeo 
ayo, Ivedua @zov, x. 7.2. These meanings, 
however, are needlessly multiplied by the sub- 
tleties of interpreters and lexicographers. It 
may also be remarked that the terms np nn 
and ox mv, Tvedeo dyor and Iveta Ocod, are 
interchanged as synonymous, since aywor, YTD, 
signify what is reverenced, venerable, and then 
more specifically what is divine. Hence the 
expression occurring 1 Pet. iv. 14, 76 775 Sofns, 
(i. @., %rS0Sov or aycov) xad (i. e.) 7d rod Gz0d 
AVEVUG. 

In order to understand thoroughly the ground 
of the various significations of this term as used 
in the Bible, and especially in the New Testa- 
ment, the reader must consult the general re- 
marks respecting the use of these words, and 
respecting the derivations of their significations 
contained in s. 19, II.; col. s. 9, Il]. IV. In 
continuation of what is there said, (supposing 
it now to be understood by the student,) the fol- 
lowing remarks, relating particularly to the New 
Testament, are here added. 

wisp mn frequently signifies, the divine nature, 
or God himself; but it also denotes the divine 
power, as displayed both in the material and 
spiritual world; also the divine understanding 
and knowledge, and the communication of it to 
men. But in speaking of the effects of the di- 
vine power, there was not in ancient times that 
nice distinction which is now made between 
what is mediately and immediately done by God, 
since his agency is not less real in one case than 
in the other. This distinction is not therefore 
found in the holy scriptures; no practical pur- 
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pose could lave been answered by introducing 
it; and indeed, to have made it would often have 
been injurious. 

Accordingly, throughout the Old Testament, 
the winp mm, or oN nn, is represented as 
having an agency, sometimes mediate, some- 
times immediate, in everything which is done; 
and to it everything great and elevated—know- 
ledge, talents, discoveries, arts, great actions, 
good governments, exemplary virtue and piety, 
&c., are uniformly ascribed. Vides. 9, III. 

‘The same mode of expression and representa- 
tion is adopted in the New Testament, and was 
common among the first Christians. As the 
people of God, they were bound to distinguish 
themselves from other men by their knowledge 
of the sacred truths of religion; they were 
bound to live ina virtuous and truly pious man- 
ner; to place their confidence in God and in 
Jesus Christ; with the promise that thus they 
should enjoy in an eminent degree the blessing 
of God and the grace of Christ, and be greatly 
prospered in their endeavours for the promotion 
of Christianity. Now all this knowledge, holi- 
ness, faith, and success in their undertakings 
was ascribed by them Ivetuare aya oF Gzov. 
Vide 1 Cor. xii. 3, seq.; from which passage 
we also learn that the influences and operations 
of this divine Spirit were different, according to 
the difference found in individual Christians. 

(a) It was the duty of all Christians to possess 
a fundamental knowledge, and a firm and un- 
wavering belief of the principal truths of Chris- 
tianity; to live in a manner corresponding to 
this knowledge; to have a faith in God and in 
Jesus Christ, made active by love. And so this 
knowledge of the truths of religion, and this 
correspondent Christian temper and disposition, 
were ascribed to the Holy Spirit, and were called 
Hvetua ayvov, Ivevva Gov, Xpiorov, or Tov. 
Vide Rom. viii. 9; Gal. v. 16, 22, 23; vi. 8. 
The gospel itself, or Christianity, was also called 
by the same name, it being the most perfect, and 
a divinely instituted religion. 

b) But. some Christians were distinguished 
from the rest by eminent abilities, talents, gifts, 
and capacities; by zeal, activity, &c. These 
were made teachers and other officers of the 
ehurch, according to their various gifts and abi- 
lities. -Now all these various gifts, abilities, 
and talents, of whatever sort, by which such 
persons became useful to the church, were 
ascribed to the Holy Spirit, derived and named 
from him; for in these various endowments the 
agency of this divine co-operating power was 
unusually conspicuous. These extraordinary 
qualifications are commonly called miraculous 
gifis—the gift of teaching, of tongues, of healing, 
of working miracles, :&c.,—all of which pro- 
moted the glory and advancement of Christianity. 
Vide Matt. iii. 11° 1 Cor. xiv. 12; 1 Thess. v. 
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19. On this account it is that all who oppose 
the truth of God, or persecute the prophets who 
teach it, even those who put hindrances in the 
way of the influence of religion over themselves 
or others, are said fo resist the Holy Spirit, to 
afflict, to grieve it, &c. Isa. Ixiii. 10; Ephes. 
iv. 30; Acts, vii. 51. 

Sineé now the sacred writers, like all others, 
make use of the figure prosopopeia, and personify 
these divine influences—speaking of them as 
the Holy Spirit, as they often do of the wisdom 
and other attributes of God—we should be cau- 
tious in the selection of texts from which the 
personality of the Holy Spirit is to be proved. 
We should rest content with those which are 
most clear and explicit; for nothing is gained by 
collecting a large number. 

Cf. Lang, Zur Beforderung des richtigen Ge- 
brauchs des Teller’schen Wo6rterbuchs tiber das 
N. T. unter dem Worte Gest. Schleusner. Diss. 
de vocabuli xvevua in libris N. T. vario usu, 
GOttinge, 1791, 4to. Scripta Varii Argumenti, 
No. IV., De Spiritu Sancto et Christo paraeletis ; 
Hale, 1790. 


II. Personality of the Holy Spirit. 


The Holy Spirit is represented in the New 
Testament, not only as different from the Father 
and Son, and not merely as the personification 
of some attribute of God, or of some effect which 
he has produced, but asa literal person. Vide 
Semler, Disp. Spiritum Sanctum recte describi 
personam. ‘The proof of this is thus made out 
from the following texts :— 

1. From the texts, John, xiv. 16, 17, 26; xv. 
26. ‘The Holy Spirit is here called wapaxajros, 
not comforter, advocate, nor even merely teacher, 
as Ernesti renders it, but helper, assistant, coun- 
sellor, in which sense it is used by Philo, when 
he says, God needs no mapaxantos, (monitor.) 
Of the Paracletus Christ says, that the Father 
will send him in his (Christ’s) name, (i. e., in 
his place,) to instruct his disciples. To these 
three subjects similar personal predicates are 
here equally applied; and the Paracletus is not 
designated by the abstract word auailium, but 
by the concrete auxiliator ; so that we have the 
Father, who sent him; the Son, in whose place 
he comes; and the Holy Spirit, who is sent. 
His office is to carry forward the great work of 
teaching and saving men, which Christ com- 
menced, and to be to the disciples of Christ what 
Christ himself was while he continued upon 
the earth. John, xv. 26, When the Paracletus 
shall come, whom I will send to you from the Fa- 
ther, (Imean, the Spirit—i. e., teacher—of truth, 
who proceeds from the Father), he will instruct 
youfurther in my religion; where it should be 
remarked, that the phrase éxmopsteosae mapa 
Ilazpos means to be sent or commissioned by the 
Father. Cf. John, xiv. 16, (Succ tucy Harnp,) 
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and xvi. 28, (é&7a30v mapa Tlarpds, missus sums) 
and xx: in Hebrew. This procession of the 
Holy Spirit from the Father does not imply, 
then, as it is used in the Bible, the communi- 
sation of the divine nature to the Spirit, or his 
internal connexion with the Father. Vide 
8. 43, 

2. 1 Cor. xii. 4—11, There are various gifts 
(zapiouara), but there is one and the same Spirit 
(vo aizd Wveipa), from whom they all proceed. 
Here the yapiouara are expressly distinguished 
from the Spirit, who is the author of them. In 
ver. 5, this same person is distinguished from 
Christ (6 Kipvos), and in ver. 6, from 6 @zds. In 
ver. 11 itis said, all these (various gifts) work- 
eth one and the selfsame Spirit, who imparteth to 
every man his own, as he will (xadas Bovaretar). 

3. Those texts in which such attributes and 
works are ascribed to the Holy Spirit as can be 
predicated of no other than a personal subject. 
In John, xvi. 13, seq., he is said aadecy, dxoverr, 
AauBaverv, x. 7.2. 1 Cor. ii. 10, God hath re- 
vealed the doctrines of Christianity to us BY HIS 
SPIRIT, (the wapaxanros before mentioned, who 
was sent to give us this more perfect instruction.) 
And this Spirit searches (épevva) all things, even 
the most secret divine purposes, (Bay Ozov, cf. 
Rom. xi. 33. seq.;) in his instruction, therefore, 
we may safely confide. The expressions, the 
Holy Spirit speaks, sends any one, appoints any 
one for a particular purpose, and others, which 
occur so frequently in the Acts and elsewhere, 
shew that the Holy Spirit was understood by the 
early Christians to be a personal agent. Acts, 
xiii. 2, 4; xx. 28; xxi. 11, seq. 

4. The formula of baptism, Matt. xxviii. 19, 
and other similar texts, such as 2 Cor. xiii. 14, 
where Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are men- 
tioned in distinction, (s. 35,) may now be used 
in proof of the personality of the Holy Spirit, 
since the other texts upon which the meaning 

‘of these depends have already been cited. We 
may now safely conclude that the Holy Spirit 
mentioned in these texts was understood by the 
early Christians to be a person; although this 
could not be proved from this class of texts so- 
parately considered. Vide s. 35, I. 

From all these texts taken together, we may 
form the following result :—The Holy Spirit is 
represented in the Bible as a personal subject, 
and as such is distinguished from the Father 
and the Son. In relation to the human race he 
is described as sent and commissioned by the 
Father and the Son, and as occupying the place 
which Christ, who preceded him, held. In this 
respect he depends (to speak after the manner 
of men) upon the Father (John, xiv. 16) and 
upon the Son, (John, xiv. 16, 26, also xvi. 14, 
ix tov Euov Apperov;) and in this sense he pro- 
ceeds from them both, or is sent by them both. 
This may be expressed more literally as fol- 
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lows:—The great work of converting, sanctify- 
ing, and saving men, which the Father com 
menced through the Son, will be carried on by 
the Father and Son, through the Holy Spirzt. 

Note.—The objectors to this doctrine fre- 
quently say, that the imaginative orientalists 
were accustomed to represent many things as 
personal subjects, and to introduce them as 
speaking and acting, which, however, they 
themselves did not consider as person3, and did 
not intend to have so considered by others. 
And to this oriental usage they think that Christ 
and his apostles might here, as in other cases, 
have conformed. But whenever Christ and his 
apostles spoke in figurative language, they al- 
ways shewed, by the explanations which they 
gave, that they did not intend to be understood 
literally. But they have given no such expla- 
nation of the language which they employ with 
regard to the Holy Spirit. We therefore fairly 
conclude that they intended that their language 
should be understood literally ;- otherwise they 
would have led their readers and hearers into 
error; and the more so, as they well knew that 
their readers and hearers were accustomed to 
personifications. 


SECTION XL. 
OF THE DIVINITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. 


WE shall now offer the texts from which the 
proof is drawn that the Holy Spirit is God; or 
that the personal subject, called Mvetua d-yror, 
possesses the same divine perfections which are 
ascribed to the Father and the Son. Morus, p. 
65, 66, s. 10. These texts may be divided into 
those which are more important, and those which 
are less convincing, or which, though frequently 
cited, have no relation to this subject. 


I. Texts in which Divine Attributes, &c., are 
ascribed to the Holy Spirit. 


On this subject we reason as follows :—If the 
texts in which the Holy Spirit is distinguished 
from the Father and the Son, and in which he 
is spoken of as a personal subject, also ascribe 
to him, as well as to them, divine attributes and 
perfections, it is just to conclude that he is God 
in the same sense in which the Father and the 
Son are so. On account of the various mean- 
ings of the word xveiua, we may not be able, 
nor can it be at all necessary, to offer a great 
multitude of texts in proof of the divinity of the 
Holy Spirit. If one divine attribute is in any 
passage clearly ascribed to him, his divinity is 
as firmly established as if it were proved from a 
great variety of texts that all the divine perfec. 
tions belong to him; for the divine perfections 
are inseparably connected, and the possession 
of one of them involves the possession of all 
the rest. Vides. 18, 38, 
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1 Cor.its 5 —13, IIvevua pevva ca Basy Ozov, 
where omniscience is evidently ascribed to the 
Spirit.» Vides. 39; John, xvi. 13; where he is 
said to know future events, (futura contingen- 
tia,) which «re concealed from every created 
veing, and known to God only, (év youvace Seav 
xettat, Hom.,) except so far as he reveals this 
knowledge to men. The Holy Spirit, then, to 
whom they are known, and who himself reveals 
them to others, must be God. 1 Cor. xii. 4, 11. 
Omnipotence and omniseience necessarily belong 
to an agent, who, according to his own good 
pleasure, imparts such various gifts, and does 
all which is here ascribed to the spirit of God. 
The revealing of divine truth to the minds of 
prophets and apostles ; their inspiration; the mi- 
racles wrought through their instrumentality,and 
other things often spoken of as the peculiar work 
of God, are elsewhere ascribed to the Holy Spirit 
as the efficient agent, and considered as his 
proper work; from which it justly follows, that 
the Holy Spirit was regarded as God. Cf. 
John, xiv. 17; 1 Cor. xii.; 1 Pet.i.21,seq. The 
improvement of the moral character is described 
as the work of the Holy Spirit, John, iii. 5, seq., 
and often elsewhere as the work of God, on ac- 
count of the difficulties and obstacles with which 
it is attended, and which are so great as to prove 
wholly insurmountable by the unassisted efforts 
of man. 

The proof that divine worship was paid to the 
Holy Spirit is not so abundant and satisfactory 
as that adduced to prove that divine worship 
was rendered to Christ, s. 38. Still, however, 
it is sufficient, when taken in connexion with 
what has already been offered in proof of his 
divinity. In Rom. ix. 1, Paul swears by the 
Holy Spirit, év Wvevpare aya, as he does by 
Christ in the same passage. This must be con- 
sidered an act of divine worship, since both 
Mosaic and Christian rules forbid swearing by 
any but the supreme God, Matt. v. 33—36. 
To swear by God, and to honour or worship him, 
were Synonymous terms in the Old Testament. 
In Matt. xii. 31, to speak against the Holy Spirit 
is represented by Christ as blasphemy. 

We are not destitute, then, of passages which 
distinctly ascribe divine attributes and works to 
the Holy Spirit, although these texts are not so 
many nor so clear as those which relate to the 
divinity of the Son. Some have taken occasion 
from this fact to represent the doctrine of the 
divinity of the Holy Spirit as doubtful or unim- 
portant; but— 

(a) In this connexion we would repeat the 
observation before made, s. 12—viz., that we 
can conclude nothing respecting the internal 
importance of a doctrine from the more or less 
frequent mention of it in the New Testament. 
The books of the New Testament were written 
‘with primary reference to the condition of men 
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at the titae when they were written, and always 
presuppose a more full oral instruction. 

(6) The most important consideration, how- 
ever, is this: that by the Tlvevma adysov, 
something divine (7i Setov) was always unde> 
stood by the Jews and Christians of ancient 
times. So soon, therefore, as the early Chris- 
tians understood that the Ifvetya dyoy was a 
person, they immediately regarded him as God— 
a subject belonging to the godhead. It was not 
necessary, therefore, in the first Christian instruc- 
tion, to speak often and expressly of his divine 
nature and attributes. These were very easily 
understood from the ideas commonly entertained 
in ancient times respecting the divine Spirit. 
Vide Morus, p. 66, Note 5. The case was dif- 
ferent with respect to Christ, since the Jews 
did not commonly suppose that the Messiah was 
divine, as appears from Matt. xxii. 43—46. 
They understood his title, Son of God, in the 
general sense of a great king, s. 37. 


Il. Yeats in which the Holy Spirit is called 
God, &c. 


These are sometimes used to prove the divi- 
nity of the Holy Spirit, but are either inferior to 
the former in evidence, or have no bearing upon 
the subject. ‘The observations just made, No. 
I. (a) of this section, have not always been duly 
regarded. Writers have thought too much of 
the number of texts, and have collected indiscri- 
minately many which have only an apparent 
relation to the subject. Especially they have 
endeavoured to search out a multitude of texts 
in which the Holy Spirit is expressly called God. 
But (a) the simple appellation God, is not of 
itself sufficient to prove the supreme divinity of 
the subject to whom it is given, as Christ him- 
self declared, John, x. 34, 35, coll. s. 37. The 
texts therefore which ascribe divine attributes 
and works to the Spirit are far more important 
than texts of this class, and prove all that is 
essential. (b) It is doubtful in many of these 
texts, in which the predicate God is used, whe- 
ther the Holy Spirit as a person is intended. 
Many of them, at least, may be explained with- 
out necessarily supposing a personal subject, ac- 
cording to the analogy of the texts mentioned, 
8. 39, 1. 

The following texts are often quoted :—Acts, 
v. 3,4. Peter tells Ananias (ver. 3) that Satan 
had induced him WevoucSou 7d Mveiua Gyo, and 
afterwards (ver. 4) ox éLevow dySpurtors, GARG 
7a @cq. The same subject who is cal!ed the 
Holy Spirit in one place is called God ‘n the 
other. But from the comparison of other pas- 
sages, it might be thought that the Ivetuo aytor 
was here to be understood in the subjective sense, 
and denoted the Spirit dwelling in the apostles; 
the higher knowledge and gifts with which they 
were endowed; their miraculous powers, as In 
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ver. 5$ and the passage could accordingly be 
explained thus: your crime ts not to be constdered 
as if you had intended to deceive mere men, be- 
cause you knew that God had endowed us with 
supernatural knowledge. This explanation is 
confirmed by the very clear text, 1 Thess. iv. 8, 
He who despises us, despises not men, but God, 
voy Sovra vo IIvedtpa aitov rd dyvoy els yuas. 
Cf. Ex. xvi., where it is said, ver. 2, that the 
Israelites rebelled against Moses and Aaron; but 
Moses tells them, ver. 8, your rebellion is not 
against us, but against God, whose messengers 
we are. Does this prove that Moses and Aaron 
belong to the godhead? But when it is proved 
from other texts that Christ, the apostles, and the 
early Christians, understood the Mvevua ayvov to 
be a personal subject, belonging to the godhead, 
(as those concerned in this event undoubtedly 
did,) then this text and many of the following 
may be regarded as satisfactory proof of the divi- 
nity of this Spirit. But when introduced before 
these texts, by which their meaning is deter- 
mined, or out of their relation to them, they prove 
nothing. The sense of the text in Acts, as deter- 
mined by the preceding texts, is plainly this: 
for you to intend to deceive us who are apos- 
tles——us, whom you knew to be under the spe- 
cial influence of the Holy Spirit—is to be con- 
sidered the same as if you had intended to deceive 
God; for you knew that he from whom this 
influence proceeds is regarded by us as God. 
The same may be said with respect to the for- 
mula of baptism, Matt. xxviii. 19. It cannot, in 
itself considered, be used as a proof-text, be- 
cause the mere collocation of the name Holy 
Spirit with that of the Father and Son does not 
prove that he possesses divine nature in com- 
mon with them. Vide s. 35. But when his 
divinity has been proved by other texts, then this 
also may be cited; because from the former we 
learn how the latter must be understood, and 
was actually understood in the first ages of the 
church. The passage, 2 Cor. iii, 17, ‘0 58 Kvjpuos 
vo IIvevua gore has sometimes been translated, 
the Spirit is Jehovah himself. But the meaning 
is, Christ is the true Spirit of the Old Testa- 
ment—i. e., the Old T'estament contains essen- 
tially the same doctrine which Christ taught— 
viz., the necessity of the renewal of the heart, 
and inward piety. Some have endeavoured to 
prove the divinity of the Holy Spirit from a 
comparison of different texts; but in doing this 
they have often resorted to forced and unnatural 
interpretations. An instance of this may be 
seen in the comparison of the texts Isa. vii. 
B—10 and Acts, xxviii, 26,27. Inthe former 
of these we read, Jewovan said, Go to this people, 
&c.; but in the latter, Iv edpa 7d dyoy exdans 
dia, Hoatov—néyov, x.7. 2. Here the same per- 
son who in the former text is called my, in the 
“atter is called TIvevuo dytov. But TWyeiua ayvoy 
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may be used in its more general sense for the 
Deity, and does not here necessarily designate 
the person of the Holy Ghost. Vide s. 39, I., 
and s. 19, II. 

We have now considered some of the most 
important texts of scripture in which we are 
taught the doctrine that (1) there is only one 
God; but that (2) in this one divine nature 
there are also three, described as personal sub- 
jects, and called Father, Son, and Holy Ghost ; 
and that (3) these three possess in common the 
divine natute. Respecting the manner in 
which these three make one God, we are taught 
nothing in the Bible, since the subjectis of such 
a nature as not to admit of its being explained 
tous. Vide s..33. Itis not therefore strange 
that in their attempts to illustrate it theologians 
should have pursued such different methods; that 
in endeavouring to explain what is inexplicable, 
they should have been compelled to call in the 
aids of human philosophy; and that, for the 
very reason that the whole subject is beyond 
their reach, they should have differed so widely 
from each other in the opinions which they 
have entertained respecting it. We should here 
therefore refer to the remarks made upon this 
subject, s. 33. A general view of the whole 
will be given at the end of Chapter Second, to 
which we now proceed. 


CHAPTER II. 


HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


SECTION XLI. 


ARE THERE IN JEWISH OR HEATHEN WRITINGS 
ANY TRACES OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY 
WHICH WERE NOT DERIVED FROM CHRISTIAN 
SOURCES? 


I. Traces of this Doctrine in the Old Testament, the 
Apocrypha, and the Chaldaic Paraphrases. 


Some have endeavoured to prove that the 
Jews had some knowledge of the Trinity, or at 
least of a plurality of persons in the godhead, 
from all these sources. But (a) the texts cited 
from the Old Testament in proof of this point do . 
not by themselves perfectly establish it, as has 
been shown, s. 34. Neither (b) are the texts 
cited from the Apocrypha altogether satisfactory. 
The appellation adyos @c0d, which occurs fre- 
quently in the Book of Wisdom and in Sirach, 
cannot be clearly proved in any one instance to 
designate a person of the godhead, but signifies 
either the divine oracles and revelations, as Sir. 1. 
5, or the divine decrees and will, as Sir. xliii. 26, 
Ev AOy@ adtov ovyxettar navza. Book of Wise 
dom, xviii. 15, rdyos @sod novtodvvauos, coll. ix 
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f, xvi. 12. Nor does the appellation Son of 
God. in the Book of Wisdom, ii. 13—20, desig- 
nate the Messiah, but, in a more general sense, 
a favourite of God, one approved by Heaven, a 
righteous person. The phrase Holy Spirit, used 
tn the same book, (chap. ix. 17, 18,) there 
means only a holy temper, virtue, temperance, 
continence, sanetitas animi; cf. ix. 4,10. (c) 
Phe terms » 13 sro, onbs xDD are used very 
freanently in the Chaldaic paraphrases, and 
seem, as there employed, to designate a person, 
and have therefore been compared with the ap- 
pellation aAdyos @zov, and considered as indi- 
cating the doctrine of the Trinity. This is a 
very important argument. It is doubtful, 
however, whether these terms were understood 
by the Jews contemporary with the paraphrasts 
as titles of the Messiah, or whether, as many sup- 
pose, they were regarded as synonymous with 
numen, majestas divina. The whole subject 
needs a new investigation. Vide Paulus, Zum 
Anf. des. Evang. Johannis. 

[ Note.—Whatever may be said of the use of 
the term adyos in the Apoeryphal writings, it 
cannot be doubted that the term cova, in the 
Book of Wisdom, an Aigyptico-Jewish produc- 
tion, is used hypostatically. Wisdom is there 
represented as a being of the purest light, pro- 
ceeding before the creation from the substance 
of God, as his perfect image, and the. creator 
anu governor of the world. Cf. i. 63 vii. 
we oy evil, 1h o3 1x. 15/459, 10, 11,185 x. 
The writer of this book had before him the per- 
sonication of this divine attribute in the Old 
Testament, the noon of Prov. viii. xi.; but his 
representations very much surpass that in bold- 
ness; and this must be ascribed to the influence 
of tiat extravagant philosophy, strangely com- 
posed of oriental and Platonic ideas, which 
then prevailed at Alexandria, and which, not 
content with personifying, distinctly hyposta- 
tized the divine attributes. The influence of 
this philosophy was more strongly exhibited in 
the hypostases of Philo and the Cabbalists, and 
afterwards, in the peculiar modifications of some 
Christian doctrines, adopted by the Alexandrine 
catechists. ‘These different systems of inde- 
pendent powers, proceeding from the source of 
all being, formed, as they were, upon these 
hints in the Old Testament, under the influence 
of a foreign and corrupting philosophy, bear but 
little resemblance, indeed, to the Trinity of the 
New Testament. And notwithstanding all 
these presentiments of the truth found in unin- 
spired writers before the Christian era, the doc- 
trine of the Trinity must be regarded as alto- 
gether an articulus purus.—TR. } 


II. Traces of this Doctrine in the Writings of Plato, 
the New Platonists, Philo, the Cabbalists, &c. 


We find clear evidence of a belief in a certain 
19 
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sort of trinity in all these writers, although they 
differ in the mode of explaining it, and under- 
stand by it something very different from the 
Trinity of the Bible. This evidence is as fol- 
lows :— 

1. Plato believed in a supreme being existing 
from eternity, but he also believed in an un- 
created, eternal matter, the former the source of 
all good, the latter, of all evil. The origin of 
the visible world, its relation to God, and his 
influence upon it, were explained by him from 
the principles of the system of emanation—a 
system which the mind naturally adopts when 
it begins to speculate on subjects of this nature, 
and which is, accordingly, more ancient and 
universal than any other system of philosophy. 
(It is probable that, in conformity with the ge- 
neral principles of this philosophy, the zdeas of 
which Plato spake were material; though this 
is disputed. Vide Plessing, Versuche zur Auf- 
klarung der Philosophie des Altesten Alter- 
thums; Leipzig, 1788, Svo.) The system of 
Plato may be thus stated: God first produced 
the ideal world—i. e., his infinite understanding 
conceived of the existence of the world, and 
formed, as it were, the plan of the creation. 
The real world was then formed after this ¢deal 
world, as its model; and this was done by 
uniting the soul of the world, which proceeded 
from the Divine Being, with matter, by which 
the world became an animated, sensitive, ra- 
tional creature, guided, pervaded, and held to- 
gether by this rational soul. The three princi- 
ples of Plato were thus, (a) the supreme God, 
whom he calls Tarzp ; (0) the divine wnderstand- 
ing, which he calls, vovs, Snuvoupryos, AOS, COT NPs 
copia, x. 7. A; and (c) the soul of the world. 
He indeed distinguished the two last principles, 
in some respects, from the supreme God, but 
still accounted them as belonging by derivation 
to the divine nature. These views are fully 
developed in his Timeus, and elsewhere. It 
appears, then, that Plato believed in a Trinity, 
or three principles in the Divine Being; but 
whether he acttally kvvostasized these princi- 
ples is doubtful, though .. is affirmed by the 
New Platonists. 

A somewhat different statement of the Pla 
tonic system is given by Oelrich, in his «* Com- 
mentatio de doctrina Platonica de Deo,” &c. 
According to him, Plato divided all things into 
twoclasses—that which is real, unproduced, im 
mutable, capable of being discerned only by the 
reason, (vonros, intelligibilis;) and opposed to 
this, that which is produced, mutable, material, 
and cognizable by the senses, aioSyzos, sensibi 
lis.) The latter must have a cause of its exist 
ence; and this cause is the Creator of tha 
world, who, in imitation of the perfect édeal in 
his understanding, in which all the reality, sub 
stance, and true being of things was contained 
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wrought rude matter into the present sensible 
world. But since what is animated is more per- 
fect than what is inanimate, and God, as the 
most perfect being, could not make anything 
otherwise than perfect, he imparted a soul to 
this sensible world. But this soul of the world 
.8 not a self-existing divine principle, since its 
nature participates in what is material and mu- 
table, as well as in what is real and immutable, 
and consequently is neither one thing nor the 
other, but an intermediate being composed of 
the two. According to this statement, Plato 
did not conceive of a number of hypostases in 
the Deity ; for the divine understanding (aoyos) 
could not be imagined to be different from God 
himself, and the soul of the world belonged nei- 
ther to the being of God, nor was regarded as a 
self-subsistent principle. Many passages in his 
writings, however, were so perverted and mis- 
applied by the New Platonists, that they seem- 
ed to afford ground for their assertion that he 
really distinguished a number of hypostases in 
the Divine Being. Hence the strange and 
manifold form in which the Platonic doctrine of 
God was exhibited by Numenius, Plotinus, 
Porphyry, Jamblicus, Proclus, Chalcidius, Ma- 
crobius, and other New Platonists, and also by 
the Christian fathers of the second and third 
centary. 

{Note-—In favour of the alleged Triad of 
Plato, cf. Souverain, Le Platonisme devoilé, 
translated by Loffler into the German, under 
the title Versuch tiber den Platonismus der 
Kirchenvater. Ben. Carpzov, Trin:ias Pla- 
tonis, &c.; Lipsiz, 1693. Cudworth, Systema 
intellectuale hujus universi. In opposition to 
the Triad of Plato, cf. Tiedemann, Geist der 
speculativen Philosophie, 2 bd. s. 118, ff. 
Tennemann, System der Platon. Philosophie, 
3 bd. s. 149. Geschichte der Philosophie, 2 
bd. s. 387. Paulus, Memorabilien, an Essay, 
Ueber den gottlichen Verstand aus der Platon. 
Philosophie.—Tr. ] 

2. The New Platonists eagerly embraced 
these ideas of Plato, and during the second and 
third centuries after the birth of Christ, seemed 
to labour to outdo one another in explaining, 
defending, and more fully developing them. 
We have, for example, a work of Plotinus, mepe 
fOY THLdy apyexcay brocraciov—(i. e., Deus su- 
premus, mens, anima mundi.) These New 
Platonists, however, not only differ widely from 
Plato, but often disagree among themselves 
in their mode of thinking, and in their phraseo- 
logy. 

3. The learned Jews, who lived beyond the 
hennds of Palestine, especially those who re- 
sided in Egypt, and in the other Grecian pro- 
vinces, had imbibed, at an early period, (doubt- 
less a considerable time before the coming of 
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Christ,) many of the principlas of the philese 
phy prevailing in the regions where they re 
sided, and had connected, and as it were incor- 
porated them with their previous opinions, and 
with their established :eligious system. They 
first received the principles of the Grecian, and 
especially of the Piatonie philosophy, as then 
taught, into their cwn belief; and afterwards, 
as is common with theologians, endeavoured 
to find them in the ancient sacred books of their 
own nation; and in order to this, they inter- 
preted many expressions of their sacred books 
in accordance with their newfangled notions. 
They were encouraged to do this the more, 
from the opinion which they entertained that 
Plato had derived many of his ideas ‘om. 
Moses and other Hebrew writers. hes fo- 
reign learned Jews seem also to have been ‘n- 
fluenced in their speculations by the p:‘ncipies 
of the theory of emanation. This oriental ele- 
ment may have been introduced in different 
ways into the later Jewish philosophy. The 
Jews must have become acquainted with this 
system during their residence in Chaldea, where 
it appears to have formerly prevailed; and they 
probably brought many of its principles with 
them on their return to Judea; and in this way 
it may have passed into the system of the later 
philosophizing Jews. They must also have re 
ceived a large portion of this orientalism, whea 
they adopted the Platonic, or rather New Pla- 
tonic philosophy, since the latter is wholly based 
upon the system of emanation. But, from 
whatever source derived, this system is found 
in the oldest writings of the Cabbalists,—those 
of the second century; and from these writings 
it is obvious that it was not of recent origin, but 
had been received by many learned Jews, before 
and at the Christian era. Vide Joh. Fr. Kleuker, 
Ueber die Natur und den Ursprung der Emana- 
tionslehre bey den Kabbalisten; Riga, 1/86, 
8vo. These principles were indeed wholly un- 
known to most of the Jews who lived within 
the bounds of Palestine during the lifetime of 
Christ, and afterwards. They were satisfied 
with their Pharisao-rabbinic theology, and look- 
ed for the Messiah as a religious reformer, and 
a temporal king. This was not the case, how- 
ever, with the Jews who lived beyond the bounds 
of Palestine, and who were educated under the 
influence of the Grecian philosophy; they for 
the most part abandoned the expectation of a 
future Messiah, or regarded his kingdom as en- 
tirely of a moral nature. It is among these 
learned Jews out of Palestine that the theory of 
the adyos is found as early as the first century. 
They regarded the xdyos as existing before tka 
creation of the world, and as the instrument 
through whom God made all things. They 
entertained also the sama notions respecting the 
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spiritual world and the emanation of spiritual 
substances, or eons, from the divine nature, 
&c., as are found among the Platonists of that 
day. And entertaining these views, derived 
from the Platonists, they endeavoured to find 
‘hem in the Old Testament; a@l, as appears from 
the example of Philo, carried all their precon- 
ceived opinions, by means of allegorical inter- 
pretation, into their ancient books. Philo speaks 
often in the Platonic manner of the Aoyos, call- 
ing him the Son of God, the rirst-Born Son of 
God, (in distinction frora the world, which was 
the younger son,) the first servant of God, 
Sevtepos @eds, x. t- a The Cabbalists fre- 
quently speak in their writings of Futher, Son, 
and Holy Spirit; and there are many passages 
in the books of Philo in which a kind of trinity 
is taught, and ir which his Platonic ideas are 
clothed in Biblical language. Thus, for exam- 
ple, in his work «De opificio Mundi,” there is 
mention of a supreme God, and of one begotten 
of him, (elsewhere called mpwroroxos, r0yos, 
WOUS, X- T+ Aes) who was full cod @evov Tlvevparos. 
Vide Carpzov, Philoniana, p. 157. 

4, When now, at a later period, the Christian 
doctrine became known to these Grecian Jews, 
and was embraced by them, they began to con- 
nect with it the philosophical notions then pre- 
ralent respecting the invisible world, the gra- 
dation of spirits, the superior eon, who was of 
divine origin, &c. They affirmed that the Son 
of God existed long before the man Jesus, and 
that in process of time he united himself with 
this man, in order that he might be better able 
to benefit men by his instructions, to exert his 
influence upon spirits, and to weaken the power 
which evil beings exercised to the injury of our 
race. They regarded the Holy Spirit as the all- 
enlivening and ever-active power, which flows 
forth from God, and is equally efficient in the 
physical and moral world. These opinions, de- 
rived partly from Grecian philosophy, and partly 
from Jewish and Christian theology, grew gra- 
dually in favour with the more learned Chris- 
tians ; they were variously developed and modi- 
fied by the different parties of the early Chris- 
tian church; until at length, in the fourth cen- 
tary, one party obtained ascendancy for its own 
pecuiiar theory and phraseology, to the exclusion 
of all the rest. 

From the foregoing statements we arrive at 
the following conclusion :—viz., (a) Tt cannot 
be denied that many of the ancient heathen phi- 
losophers (e. g., the Platonists) believed in a 
trinity in the divine nature; and that they were 
led to entertain that belief by the principles of 
the theory of emanation, which they had first 
adopted. From this source many learned Jews, 
who lived beyond the bounds of Palestine, drew 
their opinions—e. g., the Alexandrine Jews, 
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Philo, and the Cabbalists. These Grecian 
Jews did not, however, simp.y adcpt the pure 
ideas of Plato, which were variously represented 
even by the New Platonists, but they mixed 
and incorporated them with their own national 
opinions and their own religious principles, and 
thus endeavoured to reconcile Platonism with 
the language and doctrines of the Bible. That 
« trinity, in this sense, was known and professed 
by philosophers and Jews who were not Chris- 
tians, is admitted. But (b) the representations 
of this subject which are found in the writings 
of Plato and his followers, whether pagans or 
Jews, by no means agree with the simple repre- 
sentations of the Trinity contained in the word 
of God, nor even with those which prevailed 
among Christians throughout the Roman em- 
pire, after the Nicene Council in the fourth cen- 
tury. For, according to the Platonists, the 
second and third principles belonging to the 
Deity were widely distinguished from the su- 
preme God ; they were produced from him, were 
subordinate to him, and altogether less than he; 
though yet, from their derivation, they were re- 
garded as belonging to the Divine Being, and 
were often, indeed, called God. Such, however, 
is not the representation of the Trinity contained 
in the Bible, or in the distinctions established at 
the Nicene Council. But although the Platonic 
trinity differs thus widely from the scriptural 
doctrine, and also from the established theory 
of the church, it is yet possible that the scho- 
lastic and technical language in use on ‘this 
subject was originally borrowed by Christians 
from the Platonic theology. 

Note.-—Besides these traces of a trinity in 
the godhead found among the Platonists, Alex- 
andrine Jews, Cabbalists, &c., we may mention 
those found among the Indians in their trimurté 
(triad), composed of three spirits, Brahma, 
Vischnu, and Schiva, produced from the su- 
preme Deity. Fora fuller account of this, ef. 
Fr. v. Schlegel, Weisheit der Indier, s. 108; 
Heidelberg, 1808, 8vo. J. K. F. Schlegel, 
Ueber den Geist der Religiositat aller Zeiten 
und Vélker, 2 th. s. 7, f.; Hanover, 1814, 8vo. 
Maurice, Indian Antiquities; London, 1796. 
In vols. iv. v. the oriental triads are extensively 
investigated. The author finds “the holy Tir¢- 
nity” in all his travels in the East. The 
Egyptians also have a trinity, consisting of 
Knuph, the eternal, all-pervading soul of the 
world, connected with Phtha (original light) 
and Neith (Wisdom.) For an account of this, 
cf. besides the above-named work of J. K. F. 
Schlegel, 1 th., s. 192, Fr. Kreuzer, Symbolik 
und Mythologie der alten Volker, s. 78, f. of 
Moser’s abridgment. On the general subject, 
ef. Tholuck, Die speculative Trinitatslehre de# 
neuern Orientalen; Berlin, "826, 8vo.— Tr.) 
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SECTION XLII. 


HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY DUR- 
ING THE SECOND AND THIRD CENTURIES BEFORE 
THE NICENE COUNCIL. 


Notice of some of the works which cast light on this 
portion of Dogmatic History. 


Vou. ii. of the work of Dionysius Petavius, 
the Jesuit,—“De Theologicis Dogmatibus,” 
Ed. 2, 6 vols. ; Antwerpie, 1700, fol.—contains 
a collection of passages from the early fathers 
relating to the doctrine of the Trinity ; but should 
be consulted rather for the passages themselves 
than for the compiler’s exposition of them. 
Book ii. of the work of Jo. Forbesius, 4 Corse, 
«Institutiones historico-theologice ;” Amstel. 
1645. Both of these writers endeavour to prove 
the agreement of the earliest Christian writers 
with the common orthodox doctrine as esta- 
blished in the fourth century. But this agree- 
ment of the ante and post Nicene writers cannot 
be proved merely from their having used the 
same words and phrases, as has often been very 
»lausibly contended ; for the earlier writers often 
ised these words and phrases in an entirely dif- 

trent sense from that in which they have been 

#p'oyed since the fourth century. This re- 

4 “ust be kept in mind in forming an esti- 
mate of th* .2 works which were written with 
the professed object of proving the entire agree- 
ment of the doctrine of the Trinity as held by 
the earliest Christian fathers and as established 
in the fourth century at the council of Nice—e. 
g., G. Bull, Defensio Fidei Nicene, 2 vols. ; 
Londini, 1703. Burscher, Scriptorum antiquis- 
simorum Doctrina de Deo Triuno et J. Christo; 
Lipsiz, 1780, 8vo. 

The following works are composed with great 
critical accuracy, and with a careful regard to 
the peculiarities of the writers of different pe- 
riods—viz., Dr. Semler, Einleitung in die 
Geschichte der christlichen Glaubenslehre, pre- 
fixed to the three parts of Baumgarten’s Po- 
lemik ; also his Sammlung tiber die Beweisstel- 
len in der Dogmatik, th. ii. s. 1; Halle, 1768, 
8vo. Souverain, Platonisme devoilé, 1700; 
translated into German, under the title, Versuch 
tiber den Platonismus der Kirchenvater, with 
notes and a preface by Loffler, 1782, 8vo; re- 
published with an additional Essay by Léfiler, 
Ueber das Entstehen der Dreyeinigkeitslehre 
unter den Christen, Ziillichau, 1792, 8vo. Cf, 
the Review of this work in the Lit, Zeit. Nr. 
295—297, 1793. C.F. Roéssler, Lehrbeoriff 
der christlichen Kirche in den drey ersten 
Jahrhunderten ; Frankfort am Main, 1775; also 
his greater work, Bibliothek der Kirchenvater, 

“10 thle; Leipzig, 1776—86, 8vo; in which he 
gives extracts from the doctrinal writings of the 
ecclesiastical fathers. The works of Meiners 
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and Oelrichs on Platonism must be noticed here, 
though referred to more particularly under an- 
other division of this section. The new worke 
of Lange, Muenscher, and Augusti, on dogmatic 
history, must also be here cited. _ 

[Wote.—Theatest and most distinguished 
investigators of this difficult portion of dogmatic 
history are, Neander, Gieseler, and Schleierma- 
cher. The first of these, in that portion of his 
Allgemeine Geschichte der christlichen Religion 
und Kirche, devoted to the history of doctrines, 
is thought to have given the best history of this 
doctrine yet offered to the public. The Kirchen- 
Geschichte of Gieseler is principally valuable 
for a full and excellent selection of extracts from 
the fathers. Schleiermacher has entered upon 
an investigation of the opposition between the 
Sabellian and Athanasian theories—a sphere of 
inquiry which had been nearly overlooked in the 
zeal and diligence with which every ramification 
of the more urgent and threatening heresy of 
Arius had long been examined. 

The results to which these writers have come, 
while they confirm the general view of the his- 
tory’of this doctrine given by Dr. Knapp, differ, 
however, in several important particulars. Some 
of these different results the translator had in- 
tended to introduce as notes, in their appropriate 
places, and thus to render this history more 
complete, and in some parts more correct. But 
he found this undertaking attended with great 
inconveniences, and that it would swell this 
chapter, already very much extended, to an im- 
moderate length. He therefore concluded to 
publish this history as given by Dr. Knapp, with 
only an occasional reference to the authors where 
other views may be found, and with here and 
there a brief additional statement. It may, how- 
ever, be hoped that some fruits of the labours of 
Neander, Gieseler, and Schleiermacher, will be 
reaped ere long by the American public.—Tr. ] 


I. Doctrine of the Trinity as held by Primitive 
Christians. 


Christians from the earliest times were re- 
quired, agreeably to the command of Jesus, to 
profess their belief in the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, at the time of their baptism; and these 
names were often used on other occasions, and 
were introduced, as appears from the New Tes- 
tament, as opportunity presented, in all the dis- 
courses intended for Christian instruction and 
edification. It will of course be presumed that 
the first teachers of Christianity did not merely 
repeat these names before those to whom they 
administered the ordinance of baptism ; they must 
also have exhibited the ideas to be connected 
with these names, and have explained the whole 
purport of that profession which was required 
What this instruction was we cannot learn ex- 
actly, since, beside the New Testament, we hava 
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no credible written records of the first century 
containing information on this point. From the 
New Testament, however, and from the frag- 
ments of the oldest symbols, (collected by 
Walch in his Bibliotheca symbolica vetus; 
Lemgo, 1770, 8vo,) we may be satisfied thus 
far, that this instruction was short and simple, 
and wholly free from subtle and learned dis- 
tinctions. The early teachers of Christianity 
were satisfied with instructing the people re- 
specting the wurks of God (economicis operi- 
bus), and in pointing out to them the various 
and undeserved benefits for which they were 
indebted either to the Father, Son, or Holy Spi- 
rit, according to the nature of these benefits; 
and they abstained in their instructions from re- 
fined and scholastic distinetions. This is evi- 
lent from the writings of the oldest church 
fathers, Justin the Martyr, Irenzus, and Tertul- 
Jian. Justin the Martyr, for example, says that 
Christians bound themselves to believe in the 
Father, as the supreme God and the Governor 
of the world ; in Jesus, as the Messiah (Xprors) 
and Saviour (Swe7zp), who had died for them; 
and in the Holy Spirit, who foretold by the pro- 
ohets everything relating to Christ, and who 
counsels and guides those who believe in him. 
These ancient symbols were gradually enlarged 
by various additions intended to oppose the va- 
rious errors which from time to time arose. 
Such, however, as has been represented, was 
the simplicity with which this doctrine was at 
first taught. And even Origen, in his Books 
mepi dpyav, states the sum of the doctrines for- 
merly taught to the people to be, the doctrine 
of the Father, as ereator and preserver; of the 
Son, as the highest ambassador of God, and 
himself both God and man; and of the Holy 
Spirit, as holding a place beside the Father and 
the Son, and entitled to equal honour. As these 
primitive Christians were not, as a general 
thing, scientifically educated, were wholly un- 
accustomed to speculate on religious subjects, 
and contented with those practical views which 
they obtained from their teachers, and which 
they found most conducive to their comfort and 
edification; so their teachers were contented to 
present the simple truths of religion without any 
minute and philosophical distinctions: and this 
was the right course, and they found the advan- 
tage of pursuing it. 


II. Doctrine of the Trinity as held in the Second 
and Third Centuries. 


Towards the end of the first century, and 
during the second, many learned men came over 
both from Judaism and paganism to Christi- 
anity. At that period the New Platonic philo- 
sophy was becoming more and more prevalent 
in the Grecian provinces, and especially in 
Egypt, and indeed had heen embraced before 
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this, in the first century, by many of the leamed 
Grecian Jews. Vide s. 41; and Meiners, 
Beitrag zur Geschichte der Denkart der ersten 
Jahrhunderte nach Christi Geburt, in einigen 
Betrachtungen tiber die neuplatonische Philo- 
sophie; Leipzig, 1782, 8vo; and Jo. Jac. Oel- 
richs, Comment. de doctrina Platonica de Deo, 
&c.; Marburg, 1788, 8yo—an able and funda« 
mental work. These learned Jews and pagans 
brought over with them into the Christian 
schools of theology their Platonic ideas and 
phraseology, and they especially borrowed from 
the philosophical writings of Philo. And as 
they found in the religious dialect of the New 
Testament some expressions which apparently 
resembled those to which they had been before 
accustomed in their philosophical dialect, it was 
no difficult matter for them to annex their pre- 
conceived philosophical notions to the language 
of scripture, and thus to carry their whole philo- 
sophical system into the Bible; exactly as 
Philo had before carried his peculiar system 
into the Jewish scrfptures of the Old Testament. 
Vide s. 41. 

But we find that those learned Christians of 
the second century confined themselves, in thetr 
philosophizing respecting the Trinity, prinet- 
pally to the Locos; and this was very natural, 
since the name Aoyos is applied even in the New 
Testament to Christ, and since so much haa 
been said and written respecting him by the Pta- 
tonists. These philosophizing Christians con- 
nected in general the same ideas with the name 
noyos, aS had been done before by Philo and 
other Platonists, (vide s. 41 ;) and differed only 
in this, that they referred the whole to the person 
of Christ, and endeavoured to associate their 
philosophical speculations with Christian truth. 
Such in general is the fact with respect to the 
earliest ecclesiastical fathers—e. g., Justin the 
Marty, (Dial. cum. Tryph. Iud. c. 61,) Tatian, 
Athenagoras, (in his Apology,) and Tertullian, 
(Adv. Praxeas, c. 2, seq.;) the latter of whom 
in this respect follows the example of the Gre- 
cian fathers. On several smaller points these 
writers indeed differ from one another; but in the 
following general views, all of which are based 
upon the Platonic system, they perfectly agree— 
viz., The Logos existed before the creation of 
the world; he was begotten, however, by God, 
and sent forth from him. By this Logos, the 
New Platonists understood the infinite wnder- 
standing of God, which they conceived to be, 
as it were, a substance which emanated, with 
its functions, from God. They supposed that 
it belonged from eternity to his nature as a power, 
but that, agreeably to the divine will, (Bovajyare 
@cov, as Justin expresses it, in the passage above 
cited,) it began to exist out of the divine nature, 
and is therefore different from God its creator 
and father, and yet, as begotten of him, is ¢n« 

ne 


150 


tirely divine. Hence the Logos is denominated 
by Athenagoras xparov yérynua, the first-begot- 
ten; and Justin, in the passage above cited, says, 
@e0s yeyévonxev & Eavrov Svvameyv teva AO- 
y ox nv, Which was sometimes called Sofa Kupsov, 
sometimes Vids, copia, dyyeros, and sometimes 
@<ds, Kupos, and Aoyos. By means of this 
Logos they supposed that God at first created, 
and now preserves and governs the universe. 

The Holy Spirit was more rarely mentioned 
by these early fathers, and their views respect- 
ing him are far less clearly expressed than con- 
cerning the Son. Most of them, however, agreed 
in considering him a substance (the term used 
by Tertullian) emanating from the Father and 
the Son, to whom, on this account, divinity 
must be ascribed. Tertullian says, Zst Spiritus 
a Patre per Filium. [Vide Neander, b. i. Abth. 
8}, ey JUORG Ti] 

Respecting these three, the early fathers con- 
tended that they were one. Athenagoras says, 
that with these three there was gvors év Supawer, 
but év 77 cage Seacpeots. Origen and Novatian 
make exactly the same representation in the 
third century. It is obvious, however, that the 
unity (¢vwots, unitas) of which many of these 
philosophical fathers speak is nothing more than 
unanimity, agreement, correspondence in feelings, 
consent in will, in power, and in the application 
of power to particular objects. They do not 
mean, by the use of this word, to signify that 
the Son and Holy Spirit were Gop, in the full 
meaning of the word, and in the same sense in 
which the Father is God. In short, these phi- 
losophical Christians asserted rather the divine- 
ness of the Son and Spirit, and their divine ori- 
gin, than their equal deity with the Father. 
Justin the Martyr expressly declares that the 
Son is in God what the understanding (vows) 
is in man, and that the Holy Spirit is that divine 
power to act and execute which Plato calls dpern. 
With thisrepresentation, Theophilus of Antioch, 
Clemens of Alexandria, and Origen, substan- 
tially agree. The name Futher is used, according 
to them, in relation to all existing things; the 
name Adyos to royixa, and Holy Spirit to moral 
perfections. According to Tertullian, the per- 
sons of the Trinity are gradus, forme, species 
unius Dei. Thus it is obvious that these philo- 
sophical fathers of the church entertained far 
different views of the divinity of the Son and 
Spirit, of which they often speak, than we do 
at the present time; and this because they were 
more influenced by their Platonic ideas than by 
the declarations of the holy scriptures. 

But when, in after ages, the learned were no 
longer familiar with the Platonic ideas by which 
these early fathers were influenced, they very 
naturally misunderstood their writings, and, de- 
relved by some resemblance of phraseology, 

ibuted to them that system of belief which 
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was afterwards established as orthodox. Inte 
this mistake, Bull, Burscher, and many cthers, 
have fallen. Various causes conspired to give 
the opinions on the subject of the Logos, which 
have now been described, an extensive influence 
among Christians of a learned and philosophical 
cast, during the second and third centuries: 
these opinions were advocated by the most dis- 
tinguished teachers of that period; and espe- 
cially they were in entire agreement with the 
principles of the Emanation and Platonic phi 
losophies, which were then so universally preva- 
lent. It thus becomes evident that Arianism 
existed in the church long before the time of 
Arius; and that he was only the means of bring- 
ing to a more full development, and to a more 
consistent and systematic form, a doctrine which 
had arisen in a much earlier period. Indeed, 
the belief in the subordination of the Son to the 
Father, for which* Arianism is the later name, 
flowing as it did directly from Platonic prin- 
ciples, was commonly adopted by most of those 
fathers of the second and third centuries whe 
assented in general to the philosophy of Plato. 
And had not Divine Providence interposed in a 
special manner, there is reason to think it would 
have been the established doctrine of the church. 
But there was another class of learned, philo- 
sophizing Christians, who either rejected the 
principles of the Platonic philosophy, or applied 
them differently from the orthodox fathers; and 
these substituted another theory in place of that 
which had prevailed on the subject of the Tri- 
nity, which however, no less than the one which 
they rejected, was formed rather from their philo- 
sophical ideas than from the instructions of the 
Bible. Among the writers of this class was 
Praxeas, of the second century, to the confuta- 
tion of whose errors Tertullian devoted an en- 
tire book. Praxeas contended that the Father, 
Son, and Spirit were not distinguished from 
each other as individual subjects; but that God 
was called Father, so far as he was the creator 
and governor of the world; Son (Adyos) so far 
as he had endowed the man Jesus with extra- 
ordinary powers, and enabled him to teach and 
to suffer for the good of the world, &c. In ac- 
cordance with this view, Theodotus denied any 
higher, pre-existing nature in Christ; and with 
him Artemon agreed, and in the third century 
Noetus and Beryllus of Bostra. They agreed 
in rejecting the existence of the Logos, as a 
particular subject in God, before the birth of 
Jesus; and supposed that what was éxtraordi« 
nary in the person of Christ was merely the 
divine influence of the Father, (called Son, 
Logos, &c.,) which dwelt in Jesus, and acted 
through him. But among these opinions, which 
arose in opposition to the general doctrine of the 
orthodox fathers, the theory of Sabellius, whe 
flourished in the third century, was the most 
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celebrated. Sabellius regarded the terms Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, as merely describing dif- 
ferent divine works, and various modes of divine 
revelation. According to him there is only one 
divine person (ua irdoraccs), but a threefold 
divine work, or three forms (zpia xpdowza), in 
which God has revealed himself tomen. With 
Sabellius agreed, for the most part, Paul of Sa- 
mosata, who also flourished in the third century. 
He rejected the personal distinction in the god- 
head, and in opposition to it, contended that the 
Son was duootovos or svvotovos 7a Warpi—i. e., 
unum tdemque cum Patre. It was in this sense 
of the word éuootsws, as involving the denial of 
a personal distinction in the godhead, that it was 
condemned by the third council held at Antioch. 
In opposition to these theories, the disciples of 
the Alexandrine school contended with great 
zeal for the (Suav tudoracw, the proper personality 
of the Logos. 


[ Vote.—The seceders from the catholic faith- 


here described were in the early ages commonly 
denominated Monarchians, because they insisted 
upon the unity of God, which they supposed in- 
fringed by the common doctrine which placed 
three eternal persons in the divine nature. Mo- 
narchiam tenemus, they said often, when compar- 
ing themselves with the orthodox fathers. But 
this general class comprehended many who dif- 
fered more from each other than they did even 
from those reputed orthodox, and who indeed 
had nothing in common but a great zeal for 
monotheism, and a fear lest the unity of God 
should be endangered by the hypostases of the 
Alexandrine fathers. Without any regard, how- 
ever, to these essential differences, all who, in 
behalf of the divine unity, in the first centuries, 
rejected the doctrine of distinct persons in the 
Deity, are here thrown promiscuously together, 
as they have commonly been. And Theodotus, 
Artemon, and Paul of Samosata, are placed by 
the side of Praxeas, Noetus, Beryllus of Bos- 
tra, and Sabellius, between whom and them- 
selves, on every essential point of Christian 
doctrine, there was a total opposition. They 
agreed only in denying that the prophoric Lo- 
gos, whom they admitted as a power or ma, 
nifestation of the Deity, existed before his in- 
carnation as a distinct person; while with re- 
gard to the manner of his being in Christ they 
differed as widely as possible. Theodotus and 
his followers supposed this divine energy to be 
in Christ merely as influence exerted upon him, 
in the same way as upon the ancient prophets, 
though in ahigherdegree. They thus regarded 
Christ as a man inspired and commissioned by 
God ; and differed but little in opinion respecting 
him from the ancient Ebionites, or from modern 
Unitarians. Praxeas, on the contrary, and those 
of his school, supposed that this divine, though 
impersonal energy, or God himself, was in 


151 


Christ, in a manner altogether new and peculiar, 
not acting upon, but dwelling in and forming 
one with him. In Christ, then, they saw a full 
and complete representation of the Deity, and 
went beyond even the catholic fathers in the 
views which they entertained of his divinity ; 
so that, in answer to the objections urged against 
his doctrines, Praxeas is said to have asked his 
Opponents, ce xaxdv mous SofaCiv Xpeoroy; It 
was on account of this intimate union, and 
almost identity, for which they contended, be- 
tween God and Christ, that they were charged 
by their opponents with teaching that the Father 
himself suffered in the passion of Christ, and 
were hence called Seonucyiras, patripassiant, 
patripassians. There is plainly, therefore, oc- 
ceasion fora subdivision among those who agree 
in rejecting the previous hypostatical existence 
of the Logos. 

In the following table the writers of the three 
first centuries on the subject of the Trinity are 
ranged according to their opinions. 


> 
CaTHoric. Monancutans. 

1, Justin the Martyr (x) Unitarians. 

2. Theophilus of Antioch 1. Theodotus 

3. Athenagoras 2. Artemon 

4. Ireneus : 3. Paul of Saraosata. 
5. Clemens Alexandrinus ; : 

6. Tertullian (a) Patripassians. 
7. Origen 1, Praxeas 

8. Dionysius Alexandrinus 2. Noetus 

9. Cyprian 3. Beryllus of Bostra 
10. Novatian 4, Sabellius. ° 
11. Dionysius Romanus. Tr.) 


Ill. Terms employed in the Discussion of this Doc- 
trine during the Second and Third Centuries. 


The theologians of this period, in the learned 
discussion and the scientific statement of this 
doctrine, made use of some peculiar and appro- 
priate terms, which they found convenient, as 
concerted watchwords, to distinguish those of 
their own party from others who differed from 
them. Vide Morus, p. 67, 68, s. 12. The 
more the prevailing theory was controverted, 
the greater was the number of new terms in- 
vented by the different parties, who laboured to 
state their opinions as clearly and distinctly as 
possible, and thus to secure their system from 
contradiction. These new modes of expression 
were first employed in the Oriental church, and 
were introduced into it from schools of heathen 
philosophy ; indeed, they can most of them now 
be found in the writings of Plotinus, Porphyry, 
Proclus, and other Platonists of that age; and 
even those which do not seem to be directly 
borrowed from this foreign dialect, are yet ana- 
logous to the terms employed by these Platonic 
philosophers, and are used in the same sense 
and spirit which they give to their terms. This 
newly-invented phraseology was afterwards in 


8 | CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


troduced from the Grecian church into the Latin, 
by Tertullian, who enlirged it by some terms 
of his own. He therefure must be regarded as 
the principal author of that ecclesiastical dialect 
on the doctrine of the Trinity, (as well as on 
the other doctrines,) which was first adopted in 
the African church, and afterwards generally 
throughout the Latin church, and which has 
come down to us improved and extended by his 
successors. Among the terms which were em- 
ployed in the discussion of the doctrine of the 
Trinity during the second and third centuries, 
the following are the most common—viz. : 

1, Tpas. This term is among those which 
were employed by the Platonic philosophers, 
Plotinus, Proclus, &c., who spoke of many éri- 
ads in the Deity. It was first introduced into 
the discussion of the Trinity among Christians, 
as far as we can learn, by Theophilus of Anti- 
och, of the second century ; and was afterwards 
often used by Origen in the third century. It 
was translated into the Latin by Tertullian, by 
the word frinitas; and the phrase trinttatis 
wnitas, answering to the gvaors of Athenagoras, 
occurs in his book, Adver. Praxeam, c. 2, 3, &c. 
[Of this word the English trinity is the exact 
translation.] It is less correctly rendereé in 
German by the word Dreyetnighect [the usual 
term for denoting the Trinity among German 
theologians; less accurate, however, than the 
word trinity, because it expresses agreement of 
affection and will merely, and therefore seems 
to lean towards tritheism. It contains the same 
implication as would be expressed in the Eng- 
lish word trianimity, if such a word may be 
supposed.] It was at first rendered into German 
by the word Dreyfaltigheit [ Anglicé, triplicity], 
which, however, was opposed by Luther, as fa- 
vouring the Sabellian view of the divine nature. 
Basedow recommends that the word Dreyeinheit 
[triunity] be used to denote this doctrine, and 
to render the Latin ¢rinitas. And this word, it 
must be confessed, would better express the 
scriptural doctrine and the theory of the church 
at the present day than the term commonly 
employed. It is less proper, however, than 
Dreycinigkeit, to express what was intended in 
the second and third centuries by the terms 
tpvas, trinitas, trinitatis wnitas, which was not 
so much the unity and perfect equality of nature 
as simple agreement of will, which is exactly 
rendered by the word Dreyeinigkeit. The lat- 
ter word, on the other hand, taken in its common 
aud literal acceptation, does not express the 
doctrine of the Bible and of the church at the 
present day, so well as the term Dreyeinheit 
[triuntty.] If we wished to designate this 
doctrine by a German word as various and com- 
prehensive in its meaning as the Latin frinitas, 
(English, trinity,] the word Dreyheit would be 
the Lest; but if we wished to express more ex- 


actly the doctrine of the Bible, and the pres#aa 


belief of the church, we must prefer the word. 


which Basedow has recommended—viz., Drey- 
einhett [triunity.] 

2. Oisia txdoracts These terms were not 
sufficiently distinguished from each other by 
the Greek fathers of the second and third cen- 
turies, and were often used by them as entirely 
synonymous. Tertullian translates otsva by 
substantia, and affirms substantiz wnitatem in the 
Trinity. By the word txdcracts the older Greek 
fathers understood only a really existing subject, 
in opposition to a nonentity, or toa merely ideal 
existence; in which sense they also not unfre- 
quently used the word oisia. Thus, according 
to the Platonists, the Aoyos existed in God even 
from eternity, but at first as an impersonal idea, 
and became an hypostasis only shortly before the 
creation of the world, in order that the world 
might be created by him. The New Platonists 
employed the word t@voravax in reference to the 
deity in itself, and called their triads bxocracecg, 
or ta, dpeotouéva. Vide Proelus, Tim. p. 131, 
177. But the meaning of this word has gradu- 
ally been altered in later times, especially since 
the fourth century. Vides. 43, II. 2. 

3. Persona. This word was first employed by 
Tertullian, in the passage above cited; and by 
it he means, an individual, (subjectum intelli- 
gens,) a single being, distinguished from others 
by certain peculiar qualities, attributes, and re- 
lations; and so he calls Pater, Filius, Spiritus 
Sanctus, tres persone, at the same time that he 
ascribes to them wnitas substantiz, because they 
belong to the divine nature (otova) existing from 
eternity. He asserts this in opposition to Prax- 
eas, who would allow of no distinction between 
Father, Son, and Spirit. Among the Greeks, 
Origen is the first who used the word inéoraoug 
in a sense like that which Tertullian connects 
with persona ; and he accordingly says, We de- 
lieve in three trostacets, Marépa, Tidy, xa Mved 
BO ayvoy. . 


ECTION XLIII. 


HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY DUR- 
ING THE FOURTH CENTURY $ AND OF THE DIS= 
TINCTIONS ESTABLISHED AT THE NICENE COUN# 
CIL, AND SINCE ADOPTED IN THE ORTHODOY 
CHURCH. 


I. The Trinity, as held in the Fourth Century. 


Ir had already been settled by many councils 
held during the third century, and in the sym 
bols which they had adopted in opposition te 
Sabellius and Paul of Samosata, that the Father 
toust be regarded as really distinguished from 
the Son, and the Holy Spirit as distinguished 
from both. But there had been as yet no cone 
troversy amcng the leamed respecting the mw 
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tual retation of the three persons of the Trinity, 
or respecting the question in what the distinction 
between them properly consists; and these sub- 
jets were accordingly left as yet undetermined 
by the decisions of councils and symbols. Vide 
s. 42. The learned men of this period, there- 
fore, entertained different opinions on these sub- 
jects, and were at liberty to express themselves 
according to their own convictions. At length, 
however, one of these opinions prevailed over 
the rest, and through the influence of those 
fathers by whom it was advocated, and through 
the patronage of the imperial court, was adopted 
by the Nicene Council, and authoritatively pre- 
scribed as a rule of faith of universal obligation. 

Origen and his followers had maintained 
against the Sabellians that there were in God 
pets brooracers, (tres persone, ) but pvay ovovar, 
(una substantia,) which was common to the 
three. They had not, however, or at least but 
few of them, as yet taught, that these three per- 
sons were entirely equal to one another; but, on 
the contrary, had allowed, in accordance with 
their Platonic principles, that the Son, though 
belonging to the divine nature, was yet subor- 
dinate to the Father. But at length, in the be- 
ginning of the fourth century, Alexander, Bishop 
of Alexandria, and Athanasius, his successor, 
attempted to unite the hypotheses of Origen and 
Sabellius, thinking that the truth lay between 
the two extremes, and that the subordinate per- 
sons of Origen, or the one undistinguished na- 
ture of Sabellius, were alike inconsistent with 
the representations of the Bible. In forming 
his theory, Athanasius exhibited great sagacity 
and penetration, and it must be allowed to have 
a decided superiority over the partial and un- 
seriptural theory of Arius. He stated the per- 
sonal distinction of the Father and the Son to 
be, that the former was without beginning and 
unbegotten, (dvapyos, dyévynzos,) while the latter 
was eternally begotten (yevvyros) by the Father, 
and equally eternal with the Father and the 
Spirit. 

The Arian controversy began about the year 
320. Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, had 
taught the doctrine év rpcads wovada evar. ‘This 
doctrine was disputed by Arius, a presbyter of 
Alexandria, who affirmed that it was inconsist- 
ent with the personal distinction in the Deity, 
and therefore favoured the Sabellian theory. As 
the controversy proceeded, the breach widened, 
and Arius at last distinctly affirmed, in opposi- 
tion to the Sabellians, that there were not only 
three persons in God, but that they were unequal 
in glory (80&acs oby Guo) ;—that the Father 
alone was the supreme God (dyévvqzos), and 
God in a higher sense than the Son ;— that the 
Son derived his divinity from the Fath 2r before 
the creation of the world, and that he owed his 
existence to the divine will (Seavpare @z0v apo 

20 


153 


Povey xau mpd aidvwv xtvoSéus) ;—and that the 
Holy Spirit was likewise divine in a sense in- 
ferior to that in which the Father is so. These 
doctrines were not in reality different from those 
entertained by the early Christian fathers, who 
had come under the influence of the New Pla- 
tonic Philosophy. They were, however, carried 
out by Arius to all their legitimate consequences, 
and stated by him in a more distinct form than 
had been done by any who preceded him. [For 
a more particular statement of the system of 
Arius, from his own writings, vide Hahn, Lehr- 
buch des christ. Glaubens, s. 242; Gieseler, 
b. i. s. 334. Cf. Neander, Allg. Gesch. b. ii. 
Abth. 2, s. 770.] ; 

It was not long, however, before different 
parties arose among the followers of Arius, who 
adopted different modes of expression. Some 
maintained that the Son is in all respects unlike 
the Father, (xara xdvra dvouors.) [These are 
called by different names, descriptive of their 
doctrine—viz., dvouovor, Anomoians, also Hete- 
rousians ; and also after their leaders, Aétius, 
Bishop at Alexandria, 362; Eunomius, Bishop 
at Cyzicus, 392; Acacius, Eudoxius, &c. 
This party prevailed at a council held at Sir- 
mium, 357, and their confession of faith is con- 
tained in the Formula Synodi Sirmiensis.—Tr. ] 
Others contended that the Son, though not of 
the same, was yet of a similar nature with the 
Father, (duovicws 7@ narpi.) [These were 
called Guovovovacrar, “Hpcaperor, Semi-Arians, 
also Eusebians, from Eusebius, Bishop of Nico- 
media, who endeavoured to reconcile the ad- 
herents of Arius and Athanasius. At first, this 
party was outnumbered by the stricter Arians 
in the council above mentioned, held at Sir- 
mium, 357. But under their leaders, Basilius, 
Bishop of Ancyra, and Georgius, Bishop of 
Laodicea, they united the year following in a 
synod at Ancyra, where they rejected alike the 
Arian and Nicene formulas, and anathematized 
alike those that held that the Son is dydwocow 
xat’ ovolay to narps, or that he is duootovor 4 
ravroovowy 7 marpt.—Tr.] All the Arians, 
of whatever party, agreed in rejecting the term 
5uootovs, because, in their view, it set aside the 
personal distinction in the Deity, and made the 
Son unum idemque cum Patre. For the same 
reason, the orthodox of the third century had 
condemned it in Paul of Samosata. Vide s. 42. 

But in opposing the Arians, some of the 
teachers of this period fell into the opposite ex- 
treme, and professed a scheme substantially the 
same with that of Sabellius. Of this class were 
Marcellus, Bishop of Ancyra, and Photinus, 
Bishop of Sirmium. [The former of these was 
a zealous advocate of the Nicene formula, and 
was probably betrayed by his zeal for the 
Suoobsvos, unconsciously, into the error of Sa 
bellius. Though condemned by the Arians and 
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Semi-Arians ina council held at Constantinople, 
(336,) he was approved by the Council held at 
Sardica, and was favourably regarded by Atha- 
nasius, and generals in the Western church. 
Vide Neander, b. ii. Abth. 3, s. 841. Photi- 
nus, on the other hand, boldly and deliberately 
advocated Sabellianism, and was condemned 
not only by the Eusebians, in the second Coun- 
cil at Antioch, (343,) but also by the Western 
church in the Council at Milan, (346.) The 
opposition of the Arians and Semi-Arians 
against these men, in the council at Sirmiam, 
very much condueed to the union of all anti- 
Athanasians.—TR. ] 

In opposition to all these, and various other 
theories, Athanasius and his adherents contended 
with great zeal. Their great object was to find 
the true medium between Arianism and Sabel- 
-ianism, and to establish certain formulas in op- 
position to both. And in this they succeeded ; 
and at a general council at Nice, in the year 325, 
a symbol was adopted, which was designed to 
be thenceforward the only standard of orthodoxy. 
[The Nicene symbol is as follows :—* Tuozev- 
omey ets Eva Ozov, ILarépa MavToxpatopa, NavTev 
Spardy ve xal adparav xounryv. Kat es evo 
Kuprov Iyoovy Xpuorov, tov Lidy vov @sov, yer- 
unrévea tx vov Ilarpos, movoyev7, tovtéctuv, éx 
Ts ovsras Tov ILarpos, Ozov éx Ozov, Hws éx Pwros, 
Osdy arnguvdy éx Oeov aAnSwov, yevyndévta, ov 
nownSévta, dmoovovoy 7q Tarps, dv od ra marta 
Syéveto, TH TE EV TA OPA xa TH Ev TH yyy TOV 
Ou’ mas Tovs dvSpartovs xai dua THY Hust épay oarn- 
Play xaTEASOVTO, xOL CapprrcosévT oy xO évan/Spuorty- 
OOVTO, masovTa xO avadTarT a vy tpiry THLE pees 
averSovta £bS tobs ovpavors, x OL épxduevov xpevae 
Ccsvras x OU VEXPOVS. Koo eis 70 ovyvoy TIvevua. 
Tovs 58 réyovras, Ore Hv more Ore ox Hv, xOl stpLy 
yevensnva odx Hy, xab Ore é§ odx dvtav éyévero, 7 
& ivéipas drooraceas 7 ovovas pacxovras elvary 7 
KTLOTOV, THEMTOV, Y GAROLOTOY Toy TLdy Tov zor, 
dvasewartiCer 7 xasoruxy éxxagota.”’| This sym- 
bol was confirmed at the council held at Con- 
stantinople in the year 381, under Theodosius 
the Great, and so enlarged as to meet certain 
heresies which had in the meantime arisen. [A 
sect called avevuaroudyor, Pneumatomachians, 
who agreed generally in opinion with the Semi- 
Arians, maintained that the Holy Spirit has not 
the same relation to the Father which the Son 
has, but derives his existence directly from the 
Son. Those of this sect were afterwards called 
Macedonians, in honour of Macedonius, who 
was deposed from office by the stricter Arians 
on account of his adherence to this doctrine. 
In opposition to this doctrine it was that the fol- 
lowing addition was made to the Nicene formula 
respecting the Holy Spirit: —thozevoury sis vb 
dyvov Ivevua, (ro Kupvov, To Cwonody, 7d &x 
zow Warpos Ex mopevdmevor. 7) ovy Tlazpe 
Kar Lip ovurtpooxvrovmevor xar ovrdo5alouevov, 75 
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narjoay dua ray mpopnray.) Respecting the 
clause 76 & cov Ilarpds éxopevouevor, a selious: 
difference afterwards arose, which ended at® 
length, in the eleventh century, in the entire 
division of the Eastern and Western churches 
which still subsists. Vide No. II. I. (ce) 
Third, of this section.—Tr. ] 

The distinctions established at the Councils 
of Nice and Constantinople were often re-en- 
acted at various councils during the succeeding 
ages. To the Arians, however, and to many 
who were not Arians, they still appeared to be 
not only unfounded but injurious. They in- 
sisted that trithetsm was the inevitable conse- 
quence of the admission of these distinctions, 
though Athanasius strongly protested against 
this conclusion. Some were actually accused 
of tritheism during the sixth century, though 
they probably were chargeable with no other 
fault than an unguarded use of language. [The 
principal writers who fell under suspicion of 
tritheism were John Ascosnages, a learned 
Syrian, and teacher of philosophy at Constan- 
tinople, a. D. 565; and his disciple, John Phi- 
loponus, a celebrated grammarian of Alexandria, 
A. D. 641. Among the schoolmen, Roscellinus, 
Gilbert de la Porree, Peter Abellard, and Jo- 
achim of Flora, were condemned on account of 
tritheism.—Tr. ] 

Notwithstanding all opposition, however, the 
distinctions adopted in the Council at Nice re- 
mained in force; and so carefully were they 
guarded, that during the whole period between 
the fourth and the sixteenth centuries but few 
were found bold enough to dissent, oi to broach 
any novelties, and those few found scarcely any 
adherents. Even the schoolmen, who were so 
much addicted to speculate and refine on other 
subjects, remained faithful, as a body, to the 
distinctions once established on the subject of 
the Trinity. 


Il. Terms employed in the-Discussion of this Dow 
trine since the Nicene Council. 


1. Ovova, substantia. This term, like all the 
others in common use in the discussion of this 
doctrine, is in itself very ambiguous, and was 
employed in various senses even by the ecclesi- 
astical fathers of this period. It was used to 
signify (a) whatever really exists, in opposition 
to what has no existence, or exists merely in 
imagination. Vides.42. (6) Whatever exists 
for itself has personal seif-subsistence, in short, a 
person. Hence some, in opposition to Sabellius, 
spake of rpecs ovovae év @eq.. (c) The entire sum 
of the attributes which belong to a thing, its na- 
ture. In this sense it was employ2d when it 
was said that three persons belonged to the 
otova @sov. Hence the phrase Suootovos, con- 
substantialis. 
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2. “Wrosraccs and xpdoowxoyr. Th» fornvar 
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of these words gave occasion to much contro- 
versy on account of its ambiguity, some con- 
iend.ng for wiay ddoracw, others for zpsis bx0- 
otacets. Before the Nicene Council, as we 
have seen, s. 42, dudoracrs and odcia were emn- 
ployed by the ecclesiastical fathers as synony- 
mous; even in the Nicene symbol they appear 
as interchangeable words, (indoracrs 7 odova 3) 
and Hieronymus, still later, contended for unam 
hypostasin (i. €., ototav) in God. But, as we 
before said, Origen had previously contended 
that there were cpets dmoordoees and pla ovoia 
in God, making a distinction between these 
words. In this he was followed by many 
writers ; and at length this distinction which he 
had introduced was established by ecclesiastical 
authority in opposition to the Arians; although 
many still continued, according to the ancient 
custom, to use dxdoracrs and ovova one for the 
other. In order to obviate the perplexity thus 
occasioned, and to put an end to the strife about 
words, many writers in the Greek church be- 
gan, shortly after the Nicene Council, to use 
the word zpdowztov instead of txdsracs. The 
former of these is an exact translation of the 
persona, which had been before introduced into 
the Latin church by Tertullian. But neither 
was this word free from ambiguity ; and it was 
objected to by many, because it seemed to fa- 
vour the theory of Sabellius, who was willing 
to admit that in the divine nature there were 
three xpdowa, meaning by the word different 
aspects or forms in which God revealed himself 
to men. The orthodox, however, employed this 
term in the sense in which it had been used by 
Tertullian, and afterwards by Augustine and 
others. Vide s. 42. The sense they intended 
to convey by it was, that the three subjects 
spoken of were truly distinguished from each 
other, and acted each for himself, eos esse 4 se 
invicem sic distinctos, wt singulis sua intelligentia 
ef sua actio tribuenda sit, Morus, p. 67, s. 12. 
And that this is a truth taught in the Bible must 
be evident to all who impartially examine its 
instructions. It was with a particular reference 
to the Sabellian theory that this word was 
adopted by the fathers. In opposition to this 
theory they also sometimes said, the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit were aaaos xat UAros—i. €., 
different subjects, though not daro xar aar0o—i. 
e., of different nature, as the Arians affirmed. 
3. ‘Onootavos, consubstantialis, Morus, p. 69, 
s. 13, No. 2—one of the most difficult and con- 
troverted of all the terms employed on this doc- 
trine. According to the oldest Greek usage it 
signifies, what belongs to the same species, or has 
the sane nature, being, properties, with another 
thing Thus Aristotle says, maya ra dorpa 
éuoovcva, and Plato says, respecting souls, that 
they are éuoovora Seq. Thus, too, Chrysostom 
says, Adam was Sucovovos with Eve, and re- 
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specting Jupiter and Neptune, Homer says, 
dupotéporoy Sudv vyévos, both were of one race, 
born of one father, Il. xiii. 354, seq. This term 
had been used by the Sabellians and. Paul of 
Samosata, in the third century, to signify an en- 
tire indentity of nature ; and when they said the 
Son was éuoovews 7 warpi, they meant that he 
was unum idemque, so that no personal distine- 
tion existed between them. Hence this term 
was rejected by the orthodox of that period 
Vide s. 42. But when, in the fourth century, 
at the Nicene Council, the Arians too rejected 
it, supposing it to mean, what they denied, that 
the nature of the Son was the same with that of 
the Father; the orthodox then adopted it, ex- 
pressly guarding, however, against the Sabel- 
lian misinterpretation. They explained them- 
selves thus:—The Son was not created (xtt- 
Sls, mounSets), but eternally generated (yeven- 
Sets) from the nature of the Father, (oisva 
Ilarpos,) and is therefore in all respects equal to 
him, and no more different, as to nature, from 
God than a human son is from his father, and 
so cannot be separated from the Father. In this 
way was the term duoovoros defined by the ortho- 
dox fathers, so as to guard alike against the 
Arians and Sabellians. What the relation de- ' 
signated by this term is they never positively 
explained; nor could they do so, since we are 
unable to form any ideas respecting the internal 
connexion in the godhead. All that they meant 
to teach by the use of this word was, that the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit had the divine na- 
ture and divine perfections so in common that 
one did not possess more and another less; 
without asserting, however, that there were 
three Gods; in short, that in the godhead there 
were tres distincti, unitate essentie conjunett. 
This is the doctrine contained in the creeds of 
the Lutheran church. It admits of a simple 
and intelligible explanation, and in the manner 
now pointed out may be kept clear from refine- 
ment and subtlety. Vide Morus, p. 69, 70, s. 
13, extr.n.2. Moreover, it is a doctrine which 
is taught in the Bible, as we have seen in chap- 
ter first of this article. 


Ill. The characteristics by which these persons may 
be distinguished from one another. 


If these three supposita are really distinguished 
from one another, there mest be some signs by 
which this distinction can be recognised; and 
these signs must be of such a nature as to indi- 
cate a real personal distinction. In short, we 
must be able by these signs to distinguish these 
subjects, not merely as different names or attri- 
butes of God, or as different modes by which he 
has revealed himself to men, but as really dis- 
tinct persons. Now there are two classes of 


‘signs (characteres personales, sive hypostatics, 


yrapiopara iSuspara oxerud) by which theolo- 
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gians undertake to distinguish these persons 
from one another. 

1. Internal, charaeteres interni. These are 
distinctive signs which arise from the znternal 
relation of the three persons in the godhead to 
each other, and which indicate the mode of the 
divine existence, (peeuliarts subsistendi modus, 
epdrtos intdpSews.) They are also called proprie- 
tates personales. 'T’o discover and explain what 
is this internal relation which exists in the god- 
head is indeed a difficult task, since we have no 
definite notions respecting the internal nature 
of the Divine Being. But rather than pass the 
subject in silence, theologians have laid down 
the following distinctions, which they derive 
from the names Father, Son, and Spirit, and 
from some other Biblical phraseology. 

(a) The Father generates the Son, and emits 
the Holy Spirit, generat Filitum, spirat Spiritum 
Sanctum; and possesses, therefore, as his per- 
sonal attributes, generatio activa and spiratio 
activa. By these representations nothing more 
_ is intended than that the divine nature was com- 
municated from eternity to the Son and Holy 
Spirit, and that there is a certain internal, ne- 
cessary, and eternal relation between the Father, 
Son, and Spirit, which, however, we are not able 
fully to explain. This personal characteristic 
of the Father was called by the early writers 
wyevynota, dvapyia, paternttas. "Idiov tov ILatpds 
dyevynova, Said Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 31. 
6‘ Patris est GENERARE, non GENERARI.” Ac- 
cordingly, the Father was said to be dvapyos 
Gy évyntos, drtvevoros, avTOS<E0s, anyns alta, fons, 
radix, prine'pium divinitatis. 

(5) The Son ts generated by the Father; Filiz 
est GENERARI, NOM GENERARE} Udvoy tov Yiov 7 
vyévynots, according to Gregory, in the passage 
above cited. So that the Son possesses as his 
personal attributes, yevyyoia, filiatio generatio 
passiva, and also, as he is supposed to emit the 
Spirit in conjunction with the Father, spiratio 
activa; with regard to the latter characteristic, 
however, there was dispute between the Eastern 
and Western church, of which we shall shortly 
speak. : 

(c) The Holy Spirit neither generates nor is 
generated, but proceeds from the Father and Son; 
Spiritus Sancti est, nec generare nec generari, sed 
PROCEDERE 5 vdcoy cov Ivevpdros  txrtemdes, 
said Gregory, as above. What he calls Exmteures 
is called by other Greek writers, nv0n, mpoor7s 
and by Basilius, mpdoS0¢ éx @coo. 

Respecting these attempts to determine ex- 
actly in what the internal distinction between 
the persons in the godhead consists, we have to 

emark, 

First, that they were wholly unknown to the 
oldest writers, both of the Greek and Latin 
church, and were first made by the catholic party 
of the fourth century, when they wished to draw 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. + 


the line of distinction between themselves and 
the Arians on the one hand, and the Sabellians 
on the other, as finely as possible, as we have 
already seen in No. I. 

Secondly. In stating these internal personal 
characteristics of the three persons in the god 
head, ‘theologians have indeed selected term 
which occur in the Bible, (such as beget, proceed, 
&c.,) and would seem to have drawn their whole 
phraseology on this subject directly from thence. 
But even if we should allow that these terms are 
always used in the Bible to denote the internal 
relation existing between these divine persons, 
we should not be at all advanced by them in our 
knowledge of what this relation is, Since we aré 
wholly unable to detect. that secret meaning 
which lies concealed beneath them, and which 
God has not seen fit to reveal. We cannot con- 
cede, however, that all these terms are used in 
the Bible to denote the communication of the 
divine nature and the internal relation existing 
between the persons of the Trinity; certainly 
not, that they are always so used. The term zo 
beget, for example, denotes in many passages, 
not the communication of the divine nature to the 
Son of God, but his appointment to the kingly 
office, or the Messiahship. Thus the passage, 
Psa. ii. 7, Thou art my Son, this day have I be- 
gotten thee, though often cited in the New Tes- 
tament, is never brought to prove the divine na- 
ture of the Son of God, but is always supposed 
to refer to the confirmation of his Messiahship 
by his resurrection from the dead. The same 
might be said of many other passages in which 
similar phraseology is used. Vide s. 34, No. 
4; s. 37, ad finem; and Morus, p. 64, n. 2. 
The name Son of God is indeed, in some pas- 
sages, given to Christ, in designation of his 
higher nature, his equality with the Father, and 
his internal relation to him; though even then it 
does not enable us to understand what this re- 
lation is, which we have reason to think lies 
beyond the reach of our knowledge. All the 
idea which we are justified in deriving from this 
name is, that Christ as truly participates in the 
divine nature as the Father, voa @c@ Marpi, just 
as, among men, the son as truly participates in 
human nature as the father, toa Tarpi doSpang. 
Again, the proceeding of the Holy Spirit from the 
Father, which is spoken of, John xv. 26, denotes 
merely his being sent and commissioned, and by 
no means his divine nature and internal relation 
to the Father and the Son. Vide s. 39, II. 1; 
and Morus, p. 67, note. 

Thirdly. With regard to the Holy Spirit more 
particularly, we may remark, that during the 
first three centuries of the Christian era there 
was nothing decided by ecclesiastical authority 
respecting his nature, the characteristics of his 
person, or his relation to the Father and the Son. 
The learned men of this period, therefore, being 
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left unshackled by authority, indulged them- 
selves freely in philosophizing upon this subject, 
and adopted very different theories; as we find 
in the writings of Justin the Martyr, Origen, and 
others, Cf. s. 42. Nor was anything more 
definite with regard to his nature and his rela- 
tion to the other persons of the Trinity than what 
has already been stated, established by the 
council at Nice, or even by that at Constantino- 
ple. To believe in the Holy Spirit, 7d oi» 
TIa¢ot xai Tia ovurtpooxvvovuevoy, and éx tov 
Ilacpos éxncpsvomevor, was all that was 
required in the symbol there adopted. It was 
not long, however, before dissension arose with 
regard to the latter phrase between the Greek 
and Latin church. The Greek fathers adhered 
for the most part to this formula, without going 
into any more minute distinctions; so Basilius, 
Gregory of Nazianzen, Cyril of Alexandria, and 
others ; though Epiphanius added to the formula, 
éx cov Ilarpos éxztopevouevoy, the explanatory 
clause, éx tov Tiov raquBaroy, according to John, 
xvi. 15; and John of Damascus, in the eighth 
century, represented that the Spirit did not pro- 
ceed from the Son, but from the Father through 
the Son—a representation which had before been 
made by Novatian, (Spiritum Sanctum a Patre 
per Filium procedere,) and which undoubtedly 
was derived from John, xv. 26, I will send you 
the Comforter from the Father. With this modi- 
fication the formula adopted by the Council at 
Constantinople, and appended to the Nicene 
symbol, was retained in the Greek church. But 
there were many, especially in the Latin church, 
who maintained that the Holy Spirit did not 
proceed from the Father only, but also from the 
Son. They appealed to John, xvi. 13, and to 
the texts where the Holy Spirit is called the 
Spirit of Christ—e. g., Rom, viii. 9, seq. To 
this doctrine the Greeks were for the most part 
opposed, because they did not find that the Spirit 
was ever expressly said in the New Testament 
to proceed from the Son. It prevailed, however, 
more and more in the Latin church; and when, 
in the fifth and sixth centuries, the Arians, who 
then prevailed very much in Spain, urged it as 
an argument against the equality of Christ with 
the Father, that the Holy Spirit proceeded from 
the Father only, and not from the Son, the ca- 
tholic churches of that region began to hold more 
decidedly that the Holy Spirit proceeded from 
both, (ab utroque,) and to insert the adjunct Fi- 
lioque after Patre in the Symbolum Niceno-Con- 
stantinopolitanum. In this the churches of Spain 
were followed, first by those of France, and at a 
later period by nearly all the Western churches. 
But as the Eastern church still adhered substan- 
tially to the more ancient formula, it accused the 
Western church of falsifying the Nicene sym- 
bo! ; and thus at different periods, and especially 
in the seventh and ninth centuries, violent con- 
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troversies arose between them, The true causes 
of these unhappy dissensions were, however. 
very different from those which were alleged , 
and we have reason to suspect that they were 
less, animated by zeal for the truth than by the 
mutual jealousies of the Roman and Byzantine 
bishops. But to whatever cause they are to be 
ascribed, these disputes terminated in the ele- 
venth century in that entire separation uf the 
Eastern and Western churches which continues 
to the present time. Cf. Morus, p. 67, s. 11, 
note. Walch, Historia Controversies Greeorum 
Latinorumqne de processione Spiritus Sancti; 
Jenz, 1751, 8vo. Ziegler, Geschichtsentwicke- 
lung. des Dogma vom heiligen Geist, th. i. 
Num. 2 of his «« Theologische Abhandlungen,” 
where he gives an historical account of the doc- 
trine of the Holy Spirit from the time of Justin 
the Martyr. Cf. especially s. 204, ff. of this 
essay. [Respecting the controversy in the 
Eastern and Western church concerning the 
Holy Spirit, cf. also Neander, b. ii. Abth. 2, s. 
891; and Hahn, Lehrbuch, &c., s. 247, s. 57.] 

Note.—Since these ecclesiastical terms de cha- 
racteribus personalibus internis have now become 
common, they cannot be entirely omitted in the 
religious instruction of the people. Let the doc- 
trine, therefore, (according to the advice of 
Morus, p. 64, No. 2, and p. 67, Note extr.) be 
first expressed plainly and scripturally thus: 
The Son is equal to the Father, and has the same 
nature with him; but has this from eternity 
through the Father It may then be remarked, 
that this doctrine is briefiy expressed by the 
words, the Son ts generated by the Father. Re- 
specting the Holy Spirit, let it be said, That he 
is equal to the Father and Son, and possesses 
the same nature with them; and it may then be 
added, that this is commonly expressed by the 
words, he proceeds from the Father and from the 
Son. 

2. External, characteres externi. Morus, p. 
68. Note 3. These are characteristics of the 
persons of the Trinity arising from the works of 
the Deity relating to objects extrinsic to itself, 
and called opera externa, sive, ad extra. They 
are twofold: 

(a) Opera Dei xconomica, those institutions 
which God has founded for the salvation of the 
human race. They are the following :—7he 
Father sent the Son to redeem men, Joha, iii. 
16,17. He also gives or sends the Holy Spirit, 
John, xiv. 26. The Son is sent from the Father 
to accomplish the work of redemption, and sends 
the Holy Spirit from the Father, John, xv. 26. 
The Holy Spirit formed the human nature of 
Christ, Luke, i. 35, and anointed it, (unxit, Acts, 
x. 38,) i. e., endowed it with gifts; and is sent 
into the hearts of men, and carries them forward 
towards moral perfection. 

(b) Opera Dei attributiva, such divine worke 
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as are cominon to the three persons, and are 
sometimes predicated of them all; but which 
still are frequently ascribed (attributive) to one 
of the three. Theologians, therefore, have the 
rule, Opera ad extra (altributiva), tribus personis 
sunt communia. ‘Io the Father is ascribed the 
decree to create the world, the actual creation, 
and the preservation of it. ‘T’o the Son also, the 
creation, preservation, and government of the 
world is ascribed; also the raising of the dead 
and sitting in judgment. To the Holy Spirit is 
ascribed the immediate revelation of the divine 
will to the prophets, the continuation of the 
great work of salvation commenced by Christ, 
and the communication and application to men 
of the means of grace. [Cf. Hahn, Lehrbuch, 
8. 238. ] 


SECTION XLIV. 


HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY 
SINCE THE TIME OF THE REFORMATION. 


Ir we consider how obscure and full of diffi- 
culties the doctrine of the Trinity must have 
been, as commonly taught after the Nicene 
Council, we shall not wonder, that when, in the 
sixteenth century, the spirit of inquiry and spe- 
culation revived in the West, many attempts 
should have been made to illustrate and explain 
the prevailing theory, to rectify its mistakes, or 
wholly to abandon it for another more rational 
and scriptural. Many of the writers, whose in- 
tention it was to explain and vindicate the an- 
cient theory adopted at the Council of Nice, 
unconsciously deviated from it, and thus placed 
themselves in the ranks of the heretics. None, 
however, of the very numerous attempts which 
have been made since the sixteenth century to 
illustrate this doctrine, and vindicate it against 
the objections of reason, can lay claim to entire 
originality. The germ, at least, of many mo- 
dern hypotheses may be found in the writings 
which belong to the period between the second 
and fourth centuries ; and after all the inquiries 
then made, and the theories then published, it 
is not probable that much remains to be said. 
Nearly all, therefore, of those who have written 
on this subject since the Reformation, belong to 
some one of the general classes which have been 
before mentioned; though it needs to be re- 
marked, that those who bear a common name 
often belong to very different classes. This 
was the case with those who spread from Italy 
in such numbers in the sixteenth century, under 
the general name of Undtarians. 

1. Some have attempted to illustrate and ex- 
piain this doctrine by philosophy ; and nota few 
have gone so far as to think that they could 
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for nothing more than an éJlustration of this fact 
with regard to the divine existence, for the know 
ledge of which they believed man indebted to 
revelation alone. In the latter class we may 
place Philip Melancthon, who, in his “ Loci 
Theologici,”” explained the Trinity in the fol- 
lowing somewhat Platonic manner :—God, from 
his infinite understanding, produces thought, 
which is the image of himself. Our minds, too, 
produce thoughts, which are the images of 
things; but we are not able to impart personas 
existence to our thoughts; to his thought, how- 
exer, God can do this; and this his thought 
bears the impress of the Father, is his likeness 
and resemblance, and is hence called by John, 
aoyos. This illustration of the Trinity was re- 
received without offence or suspicion, until the 
heresy which lurks beneath it was detected and 
exposed by Flacius. In connexion with this 
illustration, we may mention those drawn from 
nature. Many such are found in the writings 
of the fathers. Take, for example, that of Au- 
gustine, drawn from the human sou/, which, he 
says, is one substance, with three principal pow- 
ers, memory, understanding, and will; respect- 
ing which it may be remarked, that it is hard to 
see why many other powers might not have been 
named as well as these. Vide Semler, Inst. ad 
doctrinam Christianam, 305. Or take, a3 an 
other example, that illustration of the Trinity 
given at an earlier period by Laciantius, who 
compares it with “gt, which unites in itself 
Jive, splendour, and heat. In all illustrations 
of this nature the fault is, that the mere powers 
and qualities of things which have no persona 
existence are used to represent the subsistence 
of a trinity in unity. Hence such illustrations 
are more favourable to the theory of Sabellius 
than to the doctrine of the Trinity drawn from 
the Bible, and established at the Council at Nice. 
The latest attempt to explain the Trinity in this 
manner may be found in the September number 
of the « Berliner Monatschrift,” for the year 
1790, s. 280, where there is an article entitled 
«Neues Gleichniss von der Dreyeinigkeit, 

written by Schwab, counsellor, and professo 
at Stuttgard. Space, he says, cannot be seen 
felt, or recognised by any of our senses, and ye 
must be regarded, he thinks, as something sub 
stantial. It is, indeed, extended, and still one 
This one substance has, however, three distinc} 
dimensions, which are not arbitrarily assumed 
and which cannot be considered merely as parts 
or accidents of space, but which belong esser. 
tially to it—viz., Jength, breadth, and thickness 
Some chemists and theosophists suppose the 
there is, throughout the whole kingdom of na 
ture, and even in material bodies, a threefola 


ow the Trinity @ prior?, and that reason alone | elementary principle, (as to the nature of which 
furnishes sufficient arguments for its truth; | towever, they are not agreed,) and they refer to 
th ygh others of this class have looked to reason | this as an illustration of the Trinity 
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But, as we have said, there were others who } 


supposed that the Trinity could not only be 
illustrated by reason, but mathematically proved 
@ priori. Among these were Bartholomew Kee- 
kermann, who wrote a+“ Systema Theologicum,” 
Peter Poiret, and Daries, who published an Es- 
say, ‘ in qua pluralitas personarum in Deitate e 
solis rationis principiis, methodo Mathemati- 
corum, demonstratur ;”’ Leovardie, 1735, 8vo. 
The attempt of this kind which deserves most 
attention is that made by Reusch, a celebrated 
theologian and philosopher of Jena, in his * In- 
treductio in theologiam revelatam,”’—an attempt 
which was regarded by the late Dr. Gruner as 
entirely successful, and was adopted by him 
substantially in his «Institutiones theol. dog- 
mat,” ].i.c.5. This demonstration is very 
much as follows :—In the divine understanding 
there are three acts: (a) God comprehends in 
his understanding the ideas of all things which 
can be conceived, and so far as he does this he 
is called Father; (6) he connects these ideas 
as means to an end, and devises all possible 
schemes or connexions of things in the possible 
world, and so far he is called Son; (c) from all 
these possible schemes, he selects, by his infi- 
nite wisdom, that which is best, and so far is 
called Holy Spirit. These acts of the divine 
understanding, in each of which there must have 
been a special exercise of the divine will, must 
be supposed distinct from each other; and yet, 
being in God, they cannot have been successive ; 
and, finally, they must be reg2:ded as personal, 
or as actus hypostatici, and be designated by 
particular personal names. But how this last 
consequence follows, itis hard to see; and where 
is the text from which it can be made to appear 
that any one of the inspired writers connected 
any such ideas with the names Father, Son, and 
Spirit? Another metaphysical demonstration 
has been proposed by Dr. Cludius, in his inau- 
gural disputation, Philosophica expositio et de- 
fensio dogmatis orthodoxi de Trinitate; Gottin- 
ge, 1788. 

2. There have also been some in modern times 
who have expressed themselves so boldly on the 
subject of the Trinity that they have seemed to 
approximate towards tritheism, like those whom 
we have already mentioned in the sixth century. 
Vide s. 43, I. ad finem. To pass by those who 
have merely been unguarded in the manner in 
which they have defended and interpreted the 
Athanasian theory, we may mention in this class, 
Matthew Gribaldus, a Jurist of Padua, who flou- 
rished in the sixteenth century, and was for 
some time professor at Tubingen. He main- 
tained that the divine nature consisted of three 
equal.y eternal spirits, between whom, however, 
he aamitted a distinction in respect to rank and 
perfections. [Henry Nicolai, William Sher- 
luck, and Pierre Faydit, belong to this class. ] 
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3. Other modern writers have inclined to 
adopt the Sabellian theory as the ground of their 
views on the Trinity. Among these is Michael 
Serveto, or Servetus, a native of Spain in the 
sixteenth century, who published his views in 
seven books, ‘De trinitatis erroribus,” and in 
his Dialogues, De Trinitate.” He taught that 
there is one God, who, however, has made known 
his will to men in two personales representationes 
—i. e., personal, or personified modes of reve- 
lation, called Aoyos and Iveiua ayiov. For these 
opinions he was brought to the stake by Calvin, 
at Geneva, 1553. Vide Mosheim, Leben Ser- 
vet’s; Helmstadt, 1748, 8vo, republished with 
additions at the same place, 1750. The repre- 
sentation of the Trinity which Grotius gives in 
his “Silvee Sacre’’ leans towards Sabellianism, 
and agrees substantially with the theory ad- 
vanced by Stephen Nye, an Englishman, in his 
‘Doctrine of the Trinity ;’’ London, 1701. 
God, he said, is a being who knew and loved 
himself from eternity ; and his understanding is 
the Son, and his affection the Holy Spirit. [For 
a more full statement of this supposed demon- 
stration of the Trinity, vide Lessing, Das Chris- 
tenthum und die Vernunft; Berlin, 1784, Svo. 
Mich. Sailer, Theorie des weisen; Spottes 
1781, 8vo. Marheinecke, Grundlehren de 
christ. Dogmatik, s. 129, 370, seq.; Berlin, 
1819. Leibnitz, Defensio logica Trinitatis. ] 

In this class we must place the hypothesis of 
Le Clerc, who supposes that the terms Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, designate the different 
modifications of the divine understanding, and 
the plans which God forms. God is called the 
Father, so far as his understanding comprehends 
all things and surveys them at once; Son and 
Holy Spirit, so far as he produces and executes 
a particular thought. Of the same nature is the 
view of the Trinity which Dr. Loffler has ap- 
pended to his translation of Souverain. In God, 
he says, according to the New Testament, there 
is but one subject ; the Logos and Spirit are his 
attributes, powers, relations, or modes of opera- 
tion, and the term, Son of God, so far as it des 
notes a personal subject, is applicable only to 
the man Jesus. Among the Arminians, and 
even among the Puritans of England, there have 
always been many who have inclined towards 
Sabellianism. [This is the error into which 
Weigel and Jacob Boehmen fell, and which has 
always proved more seductive than any other to 
mystics and pietists, and persons who have 
mingled feeling and imagination with philoso- 
phical investigation. In this divergency from 
the established creed of the church, by far a 
greater proportion of the modern theologians 
and philosophers of Germany are found than in 
the Arian heresy, which was formerly so mych 
more prevalent. ‘They have so explained the 
Trinity as to lose the idea of three divine persons 
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in the godhead, for which they have substituted 
either three distinct powers or attributes, (as 
Meier, Seiler, Cludius, and Téllner,) or a three- 
fold ageney in God—three. eternal actions dis- 
tinct from each other, as S. G. Schlegel, Kant, 
Tieftrunk, Daub, Schelling, De Wette, and 
Fessler. Among these Sabellian hypotheses, 
the one which is less devious from scriptural 
truth, and which is defended with the most so- 
ber argument, is that of Schleiermacher, who 
supposes that the established doctrine of the 
Trinity is a proposition which connects what 
we are taught in the scripture as to the three- 
fold mode of the divine existence—viz., the 
being of God in himself, absolutely considered ; 
his being in Christ(the Son,) and his being in 
the Christian church (the Spirit.) To this view 
Neander appears inclined, from his general re- 
marks prefixed to his history of this doctrine, 
and also Tholuck, from various passages in his 
Commeutary on John. For a more full state- 
ment of these modern Sabellian hypotheses, ef. 
Hahn, s. 57, Anm. 3, a.; and s. 58, Anm. 
2, f.; Bretschneider, Handbuch, b. i. s. 68, 
82.—Tr.] 

4. The Arian theory (which, however, we 
have shewn, s. 43, to be in every important re- 
spect older than Arius) has also found advocates 
among protestant theologians, especially those 
of the eighteenth century. Some, especially in 
England, embraced and zealously defended the 
entire system of the high Arians of former times 
—-e. g., Whiston, Harwood, and even Wetstein. 
But the system which has met with the most 
approbation is that more refined subordinationism 
taught by Sam. Clark, in his ‘ Scripture Doc- 
trine of the Trinity ;?? London, 1712; which was 
transiated into German, and published with a 
preface by Semler, Leipzig, 1774. Vide Morus, 
p-. 69,s. 15, note 1. It had not a few advocates 
among the English, especially of the presbyte- 
rian order, and among the Armenian theolo- 
gians of Holland, as we}l as among protestants 
elsewhere. The names of Whitby, Benson, 
and (Priestley ?) are found on the list of its de- 
fenders in England. This theory is as fol- 
lows :—God is the author of all things. With 
him existed from the beginning (so indefinite 
is the statement of Clark) the Logos and the 
Spirit, both as personal subjects. What their 
real internal nature and connexion is cannot 
indeed be known, but so much the scrip- 
ture reveals, that the Father alone is self-ex- 
istent adrootsis) and the source and author 
of all the works and agency of the Son and 
Holy Spirit. How the Non received his be- 
ing before the creation of the world cannot be 
determined; but he has in fact received, com- 
municated to him from the Father, all the com- 
municable divine perfections. He is not to be 
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regarded as himself the creator of the world, but 
was employed by the Father as his organ in 
this work. Though subordinate to the Father, 
he yet claims from us diviae honour. The 
Holy Spirit derives his origin from the Father, 
is dependent upon the Father and the Son, and 


' subordinate to them; he yet has a nature supe- 


rior to that of angels, and is intermediate, as it 
were, between them and the Son. The subor- 
dination of persons taught in this theory, though 
subtile, is yet so evident that its advocates are 
justly called subordinationists. This mode of 
representation is by no means new, and, as we 
have shewn, s. 42, 43, was common in the se- 
cond and third centuries, long before Arius ap- 
peared. It resulted naturally from the applica- 
tion of the principles of the Platonic philosophy 
to the declarations of the Bible. ‘The hypothe- 
sis of Paul Maty, a Netherlander, in some re- 
spects resembles this. According to him there 
are three persons in the godhead, distinct from 
each other. The first is the entire Deity, who 
created and governs all things, and is called the 
Father. This God, before the creation of the 
world, produced two finite beings, with whom 
he entered into a most intimate connexion, in 
such a way that he with them composes three 
persons, somewhat in the same manner as the 
divine nature in Christ is connected with the 
human. So that the union between the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit may be called a pe~sonal 
union. According to this theory, the only union 
which exists between the persons of the Trinity 
is an wnio moralis, and the whole representation 
is very similar to that which was adopted by 
the Council at Antioch, 343. But it wants the. 
support of scripture, and fails, as much as any 
other theory, of shewing any ground or neces- 
sity for this union of persons. There is nothing 
in reality either illustrated or explained by it. 

Note.—The real source of the Arian hypothe- 
sis is the New Platonic philosophy, to which 
it can be traced much more directly than to the 
holy scriptures. One strong objection to this 
theory is, that it presents to view a plurality of 
unequal gods, thus encourages the worship of 
higher spirits, and so leads on to the most mul- 
tiform superstition. In this point, as well as 
in others, the doctrine of the numerical wnity of 
the divine nature has greatly the advantage over 
Arianism. 

5. Still another class of modern sectarians 
remains to be mentioned—the Socinians, some- 
times called Photinians, beca\se they agree in 
the main with Photinus, who flourished in the 
fourth century, and whose scheme was noticed, 
s. 43. The founders of this sect were Leeliug 
Socinus and his nephew Faustus Socinus, both 
of whom flourished in the eixteenth century. 
They maintained that the Nicene theory leads 
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9 fritheism, and on account of the uncommon 
purity in which they supposed themselves to 
hold the doctrine of the divine unity, called 
themselves Unttarians. They brought over con- 
siderable numbers to their doctrine in Poland 
and Transylvania, whom they formed into sepa- 
rate societies; and since their death their sys- 
tem has prevailed to some extent both in Eng- 
land and Germany. The Socinian theory is 
brietfy as follows:—The Father is the only true 
God. Christ is the son of Mary, and a man 
like ourselves, though produced by a miracu- 
lous divine influence. When, therefore, he is 
called God, it cannot be in the same sense in 
which the Father is so called. He was endow- 
ed by God with very unusual gifts and qualifi- 
cations, and after his ascension to heaven was 
promoted above all other created beings, and 
exalted to divine honour. The Holy Ghost is 
not a person, but merely an attribute of God, or 
a mode of divine operation. On the question, 
whether divine worship should be paid to Christ, 
they were not themselves agreed ; and although 
most of them answered in the affirmative, it was 
not without dissent from others of their number. 
With regard to this theory, it may be remarked 
that it stands in direct opposition to the most 
express declarations of the writers of the New 
Testament, and especially of John and Paul, 
much of whose writings cannot be reconciled 
with it without great violence. Nor is it at all 
more capable of being reconciled with sound 
philosophy, which rejects at once the idea of a 
deified man—a deus factitius. 

6. A new theory on the Trinity was proposed 
by Dr. Urlsperger, in a number of essays, the 
views of which were condensed by himself into 
a work entitled, «« Kurzgefasstes System seines 
Vortrags von Gottes Dreyeinigkeit,” published 
at Augsburg, where he was then pastor, 1777, 
8vo. His theory bears a general resemblance 
to that of Marcellus of Ancyra, and, like that, 
was condemned by many as favouring Sabel- 
lianism. In this, however, they were manifestly 
unjust; since his object was to unite the three 
principal ancient theories—the Arian, Sabellian, 
and Nicene, making the latter the foundation of 
his system. He endeavoured to effect this com- 
bination by making a distinction between tri- 
nttas essentialis, the internal threefold distinction 
necessarily belonging to the divine nature; and 
trinitas economica, the three persons revealed to 
us in the work of redemption. But this theory 
derives no support from the scriptures. Vide 
Revision der deutsch. Lit. Ite St. for the year 
1776. [Cf. Bretschneider, Handbuch, b.i. s. 
474.) 


Concluding Remarks. 


From all that has now been said, the conclu- 
Qt 
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sion is oovious, that while we are taught by tha 
scriptures to believe in three equal subjects in the 
godhead, who are described as persons, we are stil. 
unable, after all that has been done by theologians 
and interpreters, to determine IN WHAT MANNER 
or IN WHAT SENSE these three have the divine na- 
ture so in common that there is only ont God. 
Vide s.33. It must therefore be unwise for the 
religious teacher to enlarge in his public instrue- 
tions upon those points where the scriptures are 
silent; and he will do well to confine himself to 
what is clearly taught in the Bible, and has a 
practical influence upon the feelings and con- 
duct; for this doctrine. was not given us to em- 
ploy our understanding in speculating upon it, 
but to encourage our hearts by the disclosures 
which it makes of the Divine Being, to incite 
us to a grateful remembrance of the benefits 
which the Father, Son, and Spirit bestow upon 
us, and to lead us to avail ourselves of these 
benefits. Instead, then, of perplexing his hear- 
ers with learned speculations, let the minister 
of the gospel content himself with teaching the 
doctrine of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as 
represented in the holy scriptures, describing 
them as three distinct subjects, designating the 
distinction between them by the word person, 
shewing that to three, and to one as much as 
another, divinity and equal divine perfections 
belong, while still there is only one God; and 
especially insisting upon the benefits which 
these persons confer upon men, the opera 
ad extra which we mentioned in the last secs 
tion. 

As Christians, we should repose our confi- 
dence in the Farumr, as the author and giver of 
all good, and especially as the author of salva- 
tion. He bestows this good and these blessings 
upon us (a) through the Son, to whom we are 
indebted for making known the way of salvation 
for the remission of sins, on condition of faith 
in his sufferings and death, and for eternal bless- 
edness; and (b) through the Holy Spirit, who 
continues the great work of enlightening and 
saving men, which Christ began, and who, in 
the use of appointed means, carries us forward 
from one stage to another of moral improvement. 
If such is the light in which we regard this doc- 
trine, (and such is the light in which it is pre- 
sented in the scriptures,) we then yield the 
Father, Son, and Spirit the religious worship 
required, and receive the favours which they be- 
stow as divine favours, for which we are indebt- 
ed to none but God himself. Whatever more 
than this it may be necessary for others to know 
with regard to this doctrine, the Christian, as 
such, needs to know nothing more; he can dis- 
pense with the learned subtleties with which 
many are chiefly employed. He does not wish 
to know this truth, merely for its own sake, but 
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for that higher end for which all religious know- 
ledge should be sought—viz., that he may con- 
form in feeling and practice to the truth which 
is known. When this is the case with Chris- 
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tians, and not till then, the great doctrines of re- 
ligion will exert their proper influence upon the 
heart and the life. Vide Morus, p. 70, s. 143 
and Griesbach, Praktische Dogmatik, s. 62. 


PART II.—THE WORKS OF GOD. 


ARTICLE V. 


OF THE CREATION OF THE WORLD. 


—= 


SECTION XLV. 


OF THE MEANING OF THE WORD ‘¢WORLD,”’ AND 
OF SYNONYMOUS WORDS. 


* HE attentive study and con- 
| templation of the visible 
world leads us to the know- 
ledge of the Divine Being 
and of his glorious attri- 
butes. Paul well says, 
Rom. i. 20, that the attri- 
butes of God, which are in themselves 
invisible, are brought within the sight 
and cognizance of man since the world 
has been created. ‘The Bible accord- 
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of divine knowledge, (vide Ps. viii. 1; xix. 
1—6, coll. s.15;) and it should therefore be 
ranked among the first and most essential 
parts of religious instruction. The practical 
import of this doctrine is exhibited by Morus, 
p. 74,8. 4,5. The first of these works of God 
is the creation of the world; and to the consi- 
deration of this we shall now proceed. 


Meaning of the word « Torld,” and of other 
Synonymous Words. 


World, in the strict, philosophical sense, 
means everything extrinsic to God—the animate 
and inanimate, rational and irrational creation. 
Rude and uncultivated nations do not commonly 
have any idea of a world; certainly they do not 
concern themselves with the question how it 
originated, or perhaps believe that only particu- 
lar parts of it were created. The Caffres have 
no idea of a creation ; they believe that the world 
always existed, and will always continue as it 
is. Vide Le Vaillant, Reise ins Innere Afrika’s, 

“s. 365, translated by Forster, in his « Magazin 
von merkwtirdigen neuen Reisebeschreibun- 
gen,” th. ii. But when the first early inquirers 
into nature attained to the principle that every- 
thing which exists must have a beginning, they 
unconsciously fell into the belief that chance or 
necessity was the cause ofall things. Vide Mei- 


I ners, Historia doctrine de vero Deo, p. i. 


ingly earnestly recommends this source | 


It 
was only by slow degrees that they proceeded 
to those higher inquiries which are indicated in 
s.46. Their gradual progress in the knowledge 
of this subject is strikingly exhibited in the 
terms which at different periods they employed 
to designate the general notion they had of the 
world ; on these terms, therefore, we shall offer 
afew remarks. ~ 

1. When men first began to reflect upon the 
objects which surrounded them, they naturally 
divided the whole universe into two great por- 
tions—viz., the earth, upon which they dwelt, 
and the heavens, which they saw above them. 
Accordingly, we find that in most of the ancient 
languages the general notion of the universe is 
expressed by the simple and original phrase, the 
heavens and earth. So we find it frequently 
among the Hebrews. Gen.i.1; ii. 1; Psalm 
exv. 15. The nations who inhabited the sea- 
coasts, and beheld the boundless expanse of the 
ocean, frequently divided the universe into three 
portions—heaven, earth, and sea. So too the He- 
brews, Ps. exlvi. 6; Acts, xvii. 24. This was 
the most ancient mode of describing the universe 
even among the Greeks. Homer conceived of 
the universe as divided into these three por- 
tions—heaven, earth, and sea. Odys. i. 52—54, 
coll. Il. xv.189, seq. This ancient phraseology 
is the ground of Aristotle’s definition of the 
world, Kéouos éott otornua & ovpavod xat y7sy 
XOl Tov EY TOVTOLS MEpLEYousVaY OvoEwy, De Mun- 
do, c. 1. 

2. But in process of time other terms were 
introduced into the various languages, by which 
this idea was expressed more briefly and dis- 
tinctly. These terms were derived from various 
sources; most of them from certain obvious at- 
tributes, whether perfections or imperfections, 
of the world. The following may be here stated 
as those best knowns—~ 

(a) The Hebrews, Chaldeans, and Syrians 
called the world ody, ppbv, to which correspond 
the adv, aiaves, of the Grecian Jews. This 
term was derived from the duration and age of 
the world. Cf. s. 20, III. No passage, how 
ever, occurs in the books written before the Ba 
bylonian exile, in which these words are clearly 
used in the sense now ascribed to them. In 
the earlier books they stand simply for the ideas 
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of continuance, duration, age. The word 10 
which occurs in Ps, xlix. 2, is of similar origin, 
being derived from 45n; although in this pas- 
sage it rather means the earth than the world. 
Vide Anmerk zu Ps. xvii. 14, The word Sun, 
on the contrary, which occurs, Isaiah, xxxviii. 
11, in the sense of world, or earth, is of exactly 
an opposite origin, the mutability and perishable- 
ness of the world being the foundation of this 
appellation, although some consider the reading 
incorrect, and wish to substitute bn. Corres- 
ponding with the former appellation of the 
world, taken from its long duration, is the Ger- 
man word Welt, or, as it is always written in 
the old books, Werelt, and in the Danish Jeret, 
which is derived from the word wakren, to con- 
tinue, endure; though, according to others, it is 
abbreviated from Werld, and so derived from 
werlen, to revolve, turn round, the earth being 
considered as an oval surface. On the latter 
supposition this term would resemble the Latin 
oRBIS ferrarum, and the English world, 

(5) From the beautiful and wonderful order 
and arrangement of all parts of the world, the 
Greeks called it 6 xdouos, and the Latins, mun- 
dus, which is a mere translation of the Greek 
xoouos. This term, however, does not occur in 
Homer; nor indeed is the notion of world ever 
expressed by a stngle word either in Homer or 
Moses. The word xosuos was employed by the 
oldest Grecian writers, to denote merely the 
starry firmament, from its beauty and splendour. 
And in a similar limitation the word mundus 
was frequently used by Lucretius and other 
Latin poets, and even by Seneca. Afterwards 
the Sophists—i. e., the learned, or the philoso- 
phers, began to apply this word to the whole 
universe, as was the case with Socrates as cited 
by Xenophon. When, therefore, Xenophon 
employs the term in this sense, he is careful to 
Say, 6 O70 Tay copiatay xanrovpevos xdcuos. After 
his time it gradually passed in this sense into 
the language of common life. Pythagoras is 
usually esteemed the first who employed the 
term xdcuos to denote the whole universe. Cf. 
Ser. var. arg. p. 532, seq. This word was 
afterwards used in various other significations 
which occur in the writings of the Grecian Jews, 
and in the New Testament. Among these is 
the sense of the earth, ocxovpévn, 9203 and also of 
particular provinces of ti—a meaning which be- 
longs to the words just mentioned, and to the 
Latin orbis terrarum. Koowos was also used in 
the sense of the world of men, the whole human 
race, and then, the wicked as a whole, the heathen. 
By Christian writers it was sometimes used to 
denote the Jewish world. Finally, xoouos was 
ased to denote visible, perishable, earthly things 
and possessions, (res terrence, extern, ad corpus 
pertinentes,) in opposition to things invisible, 
heavenly, and divine. 
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(c) Metaphorical appellations of the world, 
like those of the Greeks and Latins, occur alsa 
among the Jews. The Hebrews called the stars 
the va Nas, host of heaven, host of God, Judges, 
vy. 20. But afterwards they called all created 
things the host of God, which they represented 
as standing i in his service and accomplishing his 
will, Ps. ciii. 21, coll. ver. 20, 22; also Gen. ii, 
1. The heavens and the earth, and all the host of 
them, ox2s 53). Hence the supreme God is call- 
ed mwas nm, Lord of hosts—i. e., of the world. 
Cf. s.17. This term resembles the xdopog of 
the Greeks, in that it was originally applied to 
the heavens only, and afterwards so extended 
in its signification as to embrace all created ob- 
jects. 

(d) After the belief in spirits and demons*be- 
came common among the Israelites, the phrase 
Ta dpara xav ddpara was employed to designate 
the sum of created objects, and occurs in this 
sense, Col. i. 16. 

The Greek term, 7d xan (wniversum), is the 
appropriate philosophical appellation of the 
world, and does not oceur in the New Testa- 
ment, except indeed in the plural, 7a navra. 


SECTION XLVI. 


WHAT WE MEAN WHEN WE SPEAK OF THE CREA- 
TION OF THE WORLD; THE PROOF OF A CREA- 
TION; THE MATERIAL FROM WHICH IT WAS 
MADE; WITH A SKETCH OF THE VARIOUS OPI- 
NIONS ENTERTAINED ON THIS SUBJECT. 


I. Definition and Proof of the Creation of the Worla. 


By creation we understand that act of God by 
which he gave existence to the world, or to things 
exterior to himself; or, as it is commonly ex- 
pressed, by which he made the world out oF No- 
THING; Which last definition will be considered 
at length in No. I]. The proof of the position 
that the world derives its existence from God, 
is made out from reason, by the very same argu- 
ments by which we prove from nature that there 
is a God; respecting which, vide s. 15. For 
from the very reason that the world could not 
produce itself, we conclude that there must be a 
God who produced it. Vide ubi supra. We 
proceed, therefore, to the more important inquiry 


respecting — 


II. The Material from which the World was formed, 
and the Variows Opinions entertained wpon this 
subject. 

1. Philosophers have always allowed the ea- 
istence of a first material, since otherwise they 
would be compelled to admit a progressio caus 
sarum in infinitum, which is not “supposable, 
But, 

2. The ancients found great difficulty in ex 
plaining the origin of this first material. ‘The 
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Grecian philosophers and other ancient writers 
insisted upon the principle, ex nihilo nihil fit ; 
ant could not admit, therefore, that it was even 
possible for God to create the world out of no- 
thing. Accordingly, they believed almost unt- 
versally in two eternal, original principles—viz., 
God, and self-exislent matter, neither of which is 
the ground of the other. The former they sup- 
posed to be a rational and thinking principle, 
and the author of all good; the other, irrational 
and unintelligent, and the author of all evil. 

As to the question, how the world arose from 
this pre-existing matter, the opinions of the an- 
cients were very various. Plato taught, that 
God, of his own will, united himself with matter, 
and produced the world from it; so that he could 
say that the world was not eternal and uncre- 
ated, although matter might be so. Aristotle, 
the peripatetic, and Zeno, the stoic, taught that 
this union of God with the world was necessary ; 
and accordingly they affirmed the eternity of the 
world, (Cic. Qu. Acad. iv. 38,) although they 
differed from one another in explaining the man- 
ner of thisconnexion. Epicurus separated God 
entirely from the world, and taught that matter 
consists of innumerable small atoms, which from 
eternity had floated about, like dust on the water 
or in the air, until at last they assumed the form 
of the present world. ‘This ancient opinion of 
the eternity of matter found an advocate in mo- 
dern times in Bayle, who was of opinion that it 
resulted necessarily from the principle, which 
cannot be disputed, ex nihilo nihil fit. But as 
we have before shewn, s. 15, II., the doctrine, 
that matter is eternal and necessary, is the foun- 
dation of a theoretical atheism. 

If we follow the principles of philosophy in 
its present improved state, or rather, if we fol- 
low the Bible, to which alone our modern phi- 
losophy is indebted for its improvement, we 
shall be unable to admit the validity of the 
maxim ex nihilo nihil fit, in opposition to the 
doctrine of creation from nothing. This maxim 
is indeed incontrovertibly true when applied to 
the causa materialis ; for there must be in every 
ease a ground—a prima moteria—from which 
whatever exists proceeds. But it is not true if 
understood of the causw efficiens, to which omni- 
potence is ascribed. Consequently, if our theory 
respecting God and his attributes is well esta- 
blished, this principle applied to him as the effi- 
elent cause must be regarded as false; for if God 
is omnipotent, he can of course from nothing 
produce something, or bring into existence what 
did not exist before. If he could not do this, he 
would not be omnipotent. Moreover, if itis true 
that matter 1s not necessary, (vide s. 15,) it can- 
not exist of ztse/f, but must derive its existence 
from God, or depend upon God, who at first cre- 
ated it out of nothing. 

The greatest philosophers of antiquity appear 
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therefore to have stopped short of the truth, and 
to have been inconsistent, when they worshipped 
Ged as the creator of the world, indeed, but not 
of matter. They admitted merely a ereatio me- 
diata, ex preexistente materia, and not imme- 
diaia—i. e., they did not believe in the produc- 
tion of matter itself from nothing. God, with 
them, was merely the bud/dcr, and not the ere- 
ator, of the world. 

The ancient Greeks, as we perceive, reasoned 
upon this subject from principles entirely dif 
ferent from those which we at present adopt; 
and not one of them ever advanced to the dis- 
tinct conception of a creation from nothing. It 
is no valid objection, however, against the posi- 
tion that God made matter from nothing, that 
we cannot conceive how what is possible should 
become real, through the mere will of God; for 
this is a matter of which we have never had any 
experience; and yet experiences assures us of the 
reality of many events, the manner of whose 
occurrence is incomprehensible to the human 
understanding. How much less, then, are we 
capable of judging respecting things of which 
we have had and can have no experience! 

The truth, that everything which exists was 
created by God from nothing, is the unifcrm 
doctrine of the Bible—of the old Jewish pro- 
phets, and of the Christian teachers. In respect 
to this important doctrine of religion they were 
far in advance of the other cultivated nations of 
antiquity, though confessedly behind them in 
general intellectual improvement. This sublime 
truth, which appears to us so simple, since we 
have been taught it, was unknown to the an- 
cient philosophers, long after it had been taught 
by the writers of the neglected Jewish scrip- 
tures; and indeed it is from these that our mo- 
dern philosophers have derived, however un- 
willingly, all their better views on this subject 
To the sacred writers we owe the doctrine that 
God gave existence to what was not. They do 
not, indeed, dwell so much on the theoretical 
ground of this truth as notice its practical con- 
sequences; they were, however, the first who 
established the position itself. Philosophers 
have only reinvestigated the doctrine which 
they established, and developed the reasons of 
the truth which they taught. 

But it nay be asked—Is then the doctrine de 
creatione ex nihilo really so important? is it not 
rather a doctrine interesting only to speculative 
philosophers? To these questions we must 
answer, that this doctrine is, on the contrary, 
one of great practical importance, which is the 
reason why the hoiy scriptures so frequently 
and urgently inculcate it, For (a) if matter 
was created by God from nothing, it follows 
that he must fully understand it in all its parts; 
he must have wisely assigned to everything 
its definite position in space, and have pre 
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serveu it as he originally created it. But in 
ease he were not the creator, but only the 
former of the world, according to the opinion 
of the ancients, it would then be necessary 
for him to acquaint himself with this mat- 
ter, which he himself had not produced, and 
which was foreign to his own nature. But we 
may confidently affirm, that he never would have 
become acquainted with matter if he had not 
himself made it, (as even Malebranche con- 
cludes;) because he derives all his knowledge 
from himself alone, and nothing exterior to him- 
self can either add to his information, or in any 
way exert an influence upon him. (b) A mere 
builder may leave his building, when it is once 
completed, and concern himself no further about 
it, except perhaps in certain extraordinary cases. 
And considering that almest all of the philoso- 
phers and religious teachers of the heathen world 
proceeded upon the notion that God was the 
former only, or builder of the world, and not its 
creator, it is not strange that their ideas of Pro- 
vidence were no more pure and consonant to the 
divine nature. They generally believed, either 
that God concerned himself not at all with the 
world, or, at least, that his providence did not 
extend to small and minute affairs. When once 
Phaeton had misguided the chariot of the sun, 
Jupiter indeed found it necessary to see whether 
the firmament had been shattered; but except in 
such extraordinary cases, he remained uncon- 
cerned with the affairs of the world, and every- 
thing here below was supposed to be left to go 
on, like a cloek, when it has been once wound 
up. Thus it appears, that the belief that the world 
was created from nothing has an important in- 
fluence un the doctrine concerning providence, 
and so is of great practical consequence. This 
belief alone excites in us ideas of providence 
which do honour to God, and are consonant with 
his character. If God is the creator of the world, 
we may be sure that he not only understands 
and provides for the whole, but that his know- 
ledge and providence extend to every particular 
part of the universe, though ever so small. The 
schoolmen, with entire truth, called the pre- 
servation of the world a continued creation. And 
the Bible frequently argues from the fact that 
God created all things in the universe, that he 
must be perfectly acquainted with them, and that 
they depend for their preservation solely upon 
nis will. Vide Psa. xciv. 8—I1; exxxix. Cf. 
Kastner, Ueber die Lehre der Schépfung aus 
Nichts, und deren praktische Wichtigkeit ; 
Gottingen, 1770, 4to. Heydenreich, Progr. 
Num ratio humana sua vi, et sponte contingere 
possit notionem ereationis ex nihilo? Lips. 1790. 
He shews that this is the only reasonable opi- 
nion respecting the origin of the world. [Re- 
epecting the practical importance of this doc- 


trine, ef. also, Neander, Allgem. Gesch. der | structure itself, God was the author. 
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| christ. Rel., b. i. abth. 3, s. 974. Also Hahn 


Lehrbuch, s. 271.] 

Note.—The phrase itself, to create from no« 
thing, does not occur in the canonical books of 
the Bible, although the idea is scriptural. The 
phrase is taken from 2 Mace. vii. 28; in the 
Vulgate, ex nthilo fecitt Deus calum et terram, in 
the Greek, 2 otx dvrwy. The phrase va py, 
pavoueva, which occurs, Heb. xi. 3, is of the 
same import. Morus (p. 72) and some others 
have rejected the phrase, creation from nothing, 
because it seems to imply that nothing is the 
material from which the world was made. But 
this subtilty is unnecessary, since the same lan- 
guage is used in other cases, and is never mis- 
understood. When we say, for example, there 
is NOTHING tn the chest, there 1s NoBopy there, we 
do not mean to imply that there is in the first 
case a material substance, and, in the second, 
a person existing in the places intended. 


Ill. The Nature of the First Material. 


The idea of chaos resulted very naturally from 
the opinion of the ancient Greeks that matter is 
eternal and uncreated, and that God merely ar- 
ranged and combined the materiais which he, as 
the great architect, found furnished for his use 
The word yads is derived by some from yaw, 
hic, vacuus sum ; by others from yéw, fundv, be- 
cause they imagine chaos to be something mov- 
able and fluid. The corresponding Latin word is ' 
stlua, which denotes what is confused, wnar- 
ranged, and then, unorganized “material from 
which anything is made; as, s¢lva rerwm, sene 
tentiarum, Cicero; silva medicinz, Pliny. The 
Greek word which is used by Plato and other 
philosophers is, daz, which signidies both silva 
and materia. ‘The ancients imagined that these 
primordia—the unorganized elements of things 
—were of the nature of a thin air, or a subtle 
ether, fluid and movable, without order or con- 
nexion, rudis indigestaque moles. Vide Ovid, 
Met. i. 7, seq. But the whole conception of 
chaos is rather poetical than philosophical—the 
progeny of fancy, and not of reason. The phi- 
losopher can see no satisfactory reason for be- 
lieving that disorder inust have preceded the 
present system. The poet, however, fancies a 
state before the world was formed, like that 
which would appear if all the objects of the pre- 
sent world were torn to pieces, dissolved, and 
thrown together; and this state he calls chaos, 
and supposes that there the elements of things 
conflicted with one another, until the Deity at 
length interposed to end the strife. ‘The Greeks 
now supposed that the universe proceeded from 
this state, as from a fluid and fermenting mass; 
the Hebrews, on the contrary, represented tha 
origin of the world under the image of a build. 
ing, of the materials of which, as well as of the 


Cf. the 
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Essay of Paulus, Das Chaos eine Dichtung, 
nicht ein Gesetz fiir physische Kosmologie 

Kosmogenie?), in his « Memorabilien,” No. 
Ill. Stiick 4; Leipzig, 1793, 8vo. Some have 
thought they perceived a description of chaos in 
the win win of the Mosaic account of the crea- 
tion, Gen. i. 2. But Moses says this merely of 
the earth. After God had created the universe, 

the heavens and the earth,) the earth was still 
waste, empty, and unfinished. There is nothing 
in the Mosaic account to justify the idea of the 
Grecian chaos, in which everything in the uni- 
verse lay together ina promiscuous and disor- 
derly mass, of which God was no more the cre- 
ator than the architect is of the pile of stones 
from which he forms his edifice. 

The history of the opinions of ancfent and 
modern philosophers respecting the nature of the 
first material of the universe belongs appropri- 
ately to the history of philosophy. The follow- 
ing remarks must suffice for this place. 

We cannot form any distinct notion of the ele- 
ments, and of the primitive, essential, and con- 
stituent parts of the bodies which now exist, 
since our senses are not adapted to take cog- 
nizance of them. ‘That such elements actually 
exist, however, there is no doubt; and that each 
of these particles has properties which distin- 
guish it from every other—its peculiar use, size, 
shape, &c.—is equally clear ; for otherwise there 
could be no distinction, variety, or alteration 
in the world. Pythagoras proceeded on this 
ground, when he taught that the povas was the 
origin and ground of all things. For as num- 
bers consist of their units, as constituent parts, 
so he supposed the world was composed of many 
such units or monades. This thought led Leib- 
nitz to his theory of monades. According to 
this theory, these monades are what God ori- 
ginally produced from nothing: and all the va- 
riety of things, the world itself, has arisen from 
their original difference, and their various com- 
binations. This theory, therefore, clearly in- 
volves the doctrine of a creation from nothing. 
But what is the nature, and what are the quali- 
ties of these first productions of creative power, 
we cannot know, because our senses do notreach 
so far. And when the atomic system, or mona- 
dology, is extended to inquiries like these, it 
becomes, as Kant has well shewn, merely hy- 
pothetical, and without any practical interest. 
The science which has for its object the mowers 
and forces which act in the world—dynamics, as 
it is called—is more important to us than the 
science which relates merely to the minute 
atoms or particles of which bodies are composed, 
whether they are called monades or any other 
name. 

In this whole subject we must guard against 
the supposition of any successive acts in God; 
as if he had first created the materials, and then 
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formed them by degrees into the bod-es which 
constitute the universe, proceeding in hiz work 
step by step, like a human artist. Vide s. 20, 
respecting the immutability of God. In God, 
thought and execution are one and the same act. 
He speaks, and it is done, Ps. xxxiii. 9. He says, 
Let there be light, and there is light, Gen. i. 3. 
Nor is any alteration produced in God by the 
creation of the world. He designed from eter- 
nity that the world should exist at a certain time. 
Morus expresses this differently, p. 72, s. 2. 
Cf. on this particular point, and on the general 
subject, Ziegler, Kritik tiber den Artikel von 
der Schépfung, nach unserer gewOhnlichen 
Dogmatik, in Henke’s «* Magazin fiir Religions- 
philosophie,” b. ii. st. 1, Abhand]. 1. 


SECTION XLVI. 


THE DOCTRINE AND LANGUAGE OF THE BIBLICAL 
WRITERS RESPECTING THE CREATION IN GENE=- 
RAL, AND HOW THEY ARE TO BE UNDERSTOOD. 


[. Respecting the Eternity of Matter. 


Tue holy scriptures constantly describe God 
as the author and creator of the world; not mere- 
ly of the form which it now has, as the ancient 
philosophers supposed, but of the materials 
themselves from which it is formed. With this 
fundamental principle Moses begins his geo- 
sony, Gen. i.1. We find this mentioned as the 
principal characteristic of the true God, through- 
out the Bible; Is. xlii.5; Ps. cxv. 3, seq.; Acts, 
xvii. 245 and the other passages cited s. 14, ad 
finem, and Morus, p. 72, s. 2, note 1. It may 
be considered as an established point, that the 
eternity of the world is nowhere affirmed in the 
Bible. Vide Ps. xc. 23 cii. 26, coll. s. 20. 

But notwithstanding this, there have always 
been philosophers and theologians, even among 
Christians, who have advocated the eternity of 
the world, or at least of matter. The Platonists 
among the first Christians very naturally fol- 
lowed Plato, who believed in the eternity of 
matter, though not of the world. Vide s. 46. 
Thus Justin the Martyr affirmed, that God 
formed the world from an eternal, misshapen, 
unorganized material, Apol. i. 39; though in 
other parts of his writings he appears to derive 
matter originally from God as its author, and 
thus to differ from Plato. 

The schoolmen, who followed Aristotle, and 
wished to defend his opinion respecting the eter- 
nity of the world (s. 46), taught that we might 
say, God had creaTeD the world from eternity— 
a statement in which its dependence upon God 
would be vindicated at the same time that its 
eternity was maintained. This opinion was 
expressed by Boéthius as early as the fifth and 
beginning of the sixth century. Others, how- 
ever, only wished that the s:ossibility of this sup: 
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pesition should be granted. The schoolmen 
made this distinction:—Deus est mrernus; 
mundus est AB RTERNO, Sc. productus & Deo. 
For God, they said, had the power to act from 
eternity, and we can see no reason why he 
should not have exerted this power. 

Some protestant theologians of modern times 
have also asserted the possibility of the eternity 
ofthe world. Some have thought it to be a con- 
iradiction to speak of an eternal God who is not 
an eternal creator. Even Wolf, in his metaphy- 
sics, affirmed that it could not be shewn from 
philosophy that the world and the human race 
have had a beginning. But even if the world 
had been produced from eternity by God, it 
would not therefore be eternal in the same sense 
as God is. It would only have existed through 
infinite time, while God is anterior to, and inde- 
pendent of time. It would perhaps be better to 
say, that eternity (@ parte ante) is a necessary 
attribute of God, but not of the world: the world 
is eternal because Ged willed its existence from 
the first; and not from an internal necessity of 
its existence, as there is of the existence of God. 
The followers of Wolf, Ribbow, and others, 
held the same opinion. Others contend, that 
this opinion does violence to the laws of the 
human understanding. If the word elernity is 
understood in the proper sense, in which it ex- 
cludes time (s. 20), it is hard to see how it can 
be said, with propriety, that the world was cre- 
ated by God from eternity. For as soon as we 
suppose that the world was created, we neces- 
sarily admit that it had a beginning; and if it 
had a beginning, it exists in time; and time ex- 
cludes eternity. We may imagine, if we please, 
an eternal series of created things; but sucha 
series can have no real existence; for a series 
consisting of things which have a beginning 
cannot be without a beginning. 

But the reason why we never obtain satisfac- 
tion, after all our philosophizing, upon this sub- 
ject, and why we find so many difficulties attend- 
ing any supposition we may make respecting 
the eternity of the world, is this, that the whole 
subject far transcends our limited capaczties. ‘The 
forms of time and space, which are inherent in 
our mental constitution, so limit our minds that 
we cannot conceive of anything as existing 
without them. Vide s. 20,1. ‘Time takes its 
origin from the succession of one thing after 
another. It isa notion of finite beings, who can 
think of only one thing at a time, in whom, 
therefore, one idea must succeed another; and 
is not a quality of external objects. Vide Io. 
Ernesti Schubert, Diss. de impossibilitate mun- 
di wterni; Jene,1741. Kant, Kritik der reinen 
Vernunft. When Augustine was asked the 
guestion what God had done before the creation 
of the world? he replied, Mescio, quod nescio. 
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The simple coctrine of the Bible is, that Goa 
had an eternal purpose to make the world; is 
does not teach us that he did create it from eter- 
nity; but rather the contrary. Vide the texts 
cited in Morus, p. 72, s. 2, Note 1. 


Il. Respecting Creation from Nothing. 


1. The importance of the doctrine of creation 
from nothing, its philosophical proof, its scrip- 
tural ground, &c., have been already exhibited, 
s. 46. It only remains to cite the most import- 
ant texts relating to this subject. But before 
proceeding to do this, it is important 1o repeat 
the remark, that the Bible makes no mention of 
a chaos, in the sense of the Grecian fabulists 
and philosophers. Moses, in his first book, and 
the other sacred writers, always exhibit the 
simple, great idea, that God by his mere will 
brought into existence the world, which did not 
before exist—i. e., in other words, that he cre- 
ated it from nothing; that he willed that what 
was not should be, and it was; Morus, p. 72. 
So Paul says, Heb. xi. 3, By faith in God (i. e., 
his declaration, assurance in the scriptures) we 
are certain that the world (aiavas) was created 
(xarnpziosav, 13), by the decree or will ({juare) 
of God; so that what we see (pouwdueva and Bas- 
moueva, What appears or exists,) was made out 
of nothing, (ta wn pouvdueva.) The phrase ca 
by powvoueva is here synonymous with va ovx 
ovta, Which occurs in 2 Mace. vil. 28, God made 
heaven and earth, & oix dvrwy. Here too the 
text, Rom. iv. 17, is cited: Abraham trusted in 
God cov Gwortovovyros rovs vexpovs xal xawAODV- 
7 og (creantis) ta wy ovra ws ovza. The phrase- 
ology in this text is, indeed, derived from that 
used to describe the creation from nothing; but 
it is here figuratively applied to the numerous 
posterity of Abraham, which did not yet exist, 
and of which there was no probability; but 
which was afterwards brought into being. The 
word xaaevv here answers to the word x1, Isa. 
xli. 4; xliv. 7, and signifies creare, producere. 
So Philo says, 7a wa cura txanrecev sis vO elvaw. 
Vide Carpzov on Heb. xi.3. The doctrine that 
God made the world from nothing, is also im- 
plied, where it is said that he created the world 
by his word, his decree, or by the breath which 
proceeded out of his mouth. Vide Ps.gxxxiii. 
6,9. Gen. i. “He spake, and it was done,” 
&c. Cf, s. 34, No. 5. It is said in Rev. iv. 11, 
ov txricas ndvta, xa dew 7O SéEANMG (12879, 
Daniel, viii. 45 xi. 3, 16) cow ecov, ‘Thou hast 
made all things, and they depend for existence 
upon thy will.” 

2. Nothing can be determined from the Bible 
respecting the particular manner in which God, 
by his mere will, created the world from no- 
thing; and we are unable even to form any con- 
ception of the subject, as we have nothing ana 
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logous to wnich we can compare it. The New 
Testament usually ascribes the work of creation 
to the Futher ; and God is called Father, (Mar7jp 
ndvrar,) so far as he is creator and preserver of 
all things. Theologians say, Creatio est opus 
Dei ad extra, quod Patri adseribitur appropria- 
tive sive terminative, Morus, p. 72, note 1. 

But creation is also ascribed to the Son, or to 
the Adyos (vide s. 38, I. 2); as John, i. 3, Tlavra 
5c’ adrov (Aoyov, ver. 1, 2) iyéveto, x. 7. Ae 5 and 
again, in ver. 10, 6 xdopos dv’ adzov tyévero. It 
is the object of this passage to describe the rela- 
tion of the Logos to the world and created things. 
The particle 5va with the genitive frequently, in- 
deed, denotes merely the causa instrumentalis ; 
(so Luke, i. 70;) but it also denotes the causa 
effictens ; as Rom. i. 5, and 1 Cor. 1. 9, (@e0s, de’ 
ob éxaySyze,) and Hebrews, ii. 10, (@eds de od 
7a ndv7a.) That it is used in this sense here 
may be shewn from the analogy of other pas- 
sages—e. g., Col. i. 15—17, and Heb. ii., where 
it is expressly said that everything in the uni- 
verse was created by the Son. Cf. the texts 
cited ins. 38. But some theologians have en- 
deavoured to explain all these passages as figu- 
rative, and as exhibiting a mere personification 
of the divine understanding, and of its plan exe- 
cuted in the creation; somewhat as Wisdom is 
said in Prov. viii. to have assisted God in the 
creation, and to have been the instrument by 
which he made the world. Vides. 37, and s. 
41,11. This interpretation is embraced by those 
who favour the Sabellian theory; but certainly 
it is not scriptural. ‘The most just, scriptural, 
and at the satne time simple view, is perhaps 
the following. Since the New Testament 
makes the Son of God equal (toa) with the Fa- 
ther, it designs to teach in all texts of this kind 
that he stands in the very same relation to the 
world, and to all created objects, as the Father 
does, and that whatever is said of the Father is 
true also of the Son. Hence theologians have 
the canon, Opera Dei ad extra (attributiva) swnt 
tribus personis communia ; intending thereby to 
intimate their equality with one another. Vide 
s. 43, ad finem. Those who are inclined to 
Arianism have often referred, in behalf of their 
hypothesis, to Heb. i. 2, where it is said, ** God 
appointed his Son Lord (xanporduov) over all, 
8c’ ov xav Tove aiavas Extoiyoev: the meaning of 
which they suppose to be summed up, and ex- 
pressed in ver. 3, “* He (the Son) upholds all 
things (pépev 7a mavta) by his power, (Sjuare 
durauews.)”” The phrase, the Father created 
the world through the Son, oceurs only this once 
n the New Testament, for which reason Dr. 
Griesbach advises to alter the reading, and to 
substitute dvore xat for Se’ ob xac, Progr. De 
mundo a Deo Patre condito per Filium; Jena, 
1781, Butno sufficient reason can be given for 
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this alteration; and, as theologians have justly 
remarked, it does not follow from this phrase- 
ology that the Son is less than the Father, as the 


| Arians and Subordinationists (e. g-, Dr. Clark) 


have concluded. For the person through whom 
I accomplish anything, so far from being neces- 
sarily inferior to myself, may be equal or even 
greater. I may, for example, secure a favour to 
any one from the king, through the influence of 
the minister. Some of the old theologians at- 
tempted to prove from Gen. i. 2, that a share in 
creation was expressly ascribed to the Holy 
Spirit, considered asa person. Butit is atleast 
doubtful whether in this text the person of the 
Holy Spirit is spoken of. Ps. xxxili. 6 has no 
relation to this subject. Vide s. 50, I. 

3. The following are the principal words and 
phrases used in the Bible in respect to the crea- 
tion of the world, and of the earth. 

(a) 873, to create, produce, Gen. i. 1, et passim. 
This word, however, by itself, does not signify 
to create from nothing. It frequently denotes 
the formation of a thing from a pre-existing ma- 
terial, and answers to xrvGew. So in Gen. 1. 
27, it is used in relation to the formation of man 
from the earth; and hence to denote his being 
born and begotten; so Ps. civ. 30. It often 
signifies, too, parare, condere, facere, reddere ; 
so Is. xliii. 7; Num. xvi. 30, seq. Cf. s. 
48, I. 

(5) All the words which signify to make, ta 
prepare, to form; as m¥y, (hence mvyn, @ work, 
created thing, noimua, tpyov,) 73), to form; >, 
xatapriCew, to prepare, to arrange, Ps. viii. 43 
XXxxvill. 18. The corresponding verb and the 
derivate substantive have the same meaning in 
Arabic. 

(e) All the words which relate to building, to 
the erecting of the superstructure, or the laying 
of the foundation. 10, Seuercda, fo found, to 
establish, is applied, particularly in poetic lan- 
guage, to the creation of the earth; Ps. cii. 26, 
Hence the Hellenistic phrase xavaSon} xdauov, 
John, xvii. 24, coll. ver. 5, and Eph. i. 4. The 
Hebrews considered the earth as being in the 
centre of the universe, and represented the hea- 
vens as a tent spread over it, aecording to their 
natural appearance ; and to these popular no- 
tions the sacred writers everywhere conform; 
and so because the earth is firm, and andeviating 
in its course, they represented it as established 
upon pillars; Ps. civ. 5. 723, to build. &c.; but 
it also signifies to propagate the race, 10 acquire 
posterity, Gen. xvi. 2; hence 73, son, (the builder 
of the family.) 

(d) The words which signify to say, sneak, 
call, (call forth,) command ; aS, 7D, Np, respect- 
ing which, cf. No. I. These are the words 
more commonly employed to designate creation 
from nothing. 
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SECTION XLVIII. 


THe WORK OF CREATION TWOFOLD; DIFFERENT 
CLASSES OF CREATURES} OUR KNOWLEDGE OF 
THEM; END OF GOD IN THE CREATION OF THE 
WORLD; THE BEST WORLD. 


1. The Work of Creation twofold. 


Creation is divided into prima or immediata, 
and secunda or mediata. The immediate creation 
is that which took place when God first gave 
existence to all this variety of things, when be- 
fore there was nothing. The mediate creation is 
that which is seen since the original creation was 
completed, in the production of plants, the ge- 
neration of animate creatures, and the whole na- 
tural propagation of the various kinds of beings. 
God works, since the creation is completed, not 
immediately, but generally, by means of the 
powers of nature which he himself has bestowed 
and regulated. Itis not uncommon to speak of 
God’s having /eft the world to the powers of na- 
ture. But such phraseology should be carefully 
avoided in religious instruction. It seems to 
remove God to a distance from us, and very na- 
turally suggests the idea that he has given up 
the world, and concerns himself no more about 
it. More injury is done by such expressions, 
especially in an age that forgets God, than is 
ever supposed. Instead of such language it 
would be better, therefore, to say, God works by 
means of nature, or, by means of the powers which 
he has bestowed upon nature, or with which he has 
furnished his creatures. Even Moses says ex- 
pressly, Gen. i. 22, 28, that God gave his crea- 
tures the ability to preserve and propagate their 
own kind. Still, however, all creatures, both 
animate and inanimate, which are thus mediately 
produced, are called, with perfect truth, crea- 
tures of God, considering that God first esta- 
blished and upholds this natural constitution by 
means of which they come into being. Vide 
Job, x. 8; xxxiii. 4; Ps. exxxix. 13—16. The 
word x73 and the derivative noun are used in 
both of these senses; in the first, that of imme- 
diate creation, Gen. 1. 1, 27; ii. 2, seq.; Is. xlv. 
18; Ps. cxlviii. 5; in the second, that of me- 
diate creation, Psalm civ. 30, «They (men) are 
created’’—i. e., born. Hence x73 and 7 are 
interchanged as synonymous: as, 8733 DY, popu- 
lus creandus, Psalm cii. 19; and 4511 0y, populus 
nascendus, Psalm xxii. 32. Hence fo create, 
signifies metaphorically, in the scriptures, to re- 
new, to found, to be the author of anything ; Is. 
xlviii. 7; Ps. li. 12. The same is true of xciGew 
and x¢iss, Eph. ii. 10, 15; iii. 9; and also of 
the Latin ereare ; as, ‘« Romulus creator urbis.”’ 
“ Terra cREAVIT genus humanum,” Lucretius. 
Creare regem, magistratum, &c. 

Every good, therefore, which we derive from 


any of the creatures of God, is truly a gift and, 
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favour of God himself, who gave to his creatures 
all their various powers with the intention ot 
making them useful to others. Cf. Hos. ii. 21, 
seq.; Matt. vi. 25, seq.; Acts, xvii. 25, seq. 
Consequently we are under obligation to be 
thankful to God himself for these advantages, 
which we derive from his creatures. Vide 


Psalm civ. 1, seq., and other texts of the New 
Testament. 


Il. Different Classes of Creatures. 


The kingdom of God is so vast, and compre- 
hends such an innumerable host, (to use a scrip- 
tural term,) that we are able to sifrvey but a 
very small portion of it at once, and are wholly 
inadequate suitably to estimate the perfection, 
beauty, and harmony of the whole. What, 
then, we cannot survey at once, we must exa- 
mine in separate portions, and by this partition 
we may relieve the weakness of our under- 
standing; and this course is both reasonable in 
itself and according to the example of scripture. 

The ancient Hebrews divided the universe 
into heaven, earth, and sea, (s. 45,) which are 
properly styled the provinces (npn) of the 
kingdom of God by the author of Psalm cili., 
and this is the division according to which the 
ancient Hebrew prophets always proceed in the 
classification of the works of God. Vide 
Psalm civ., cxlviii. The former of these 
Psalms is an admirable ode on the creation ana 
the wise constitution of the world. The various 
objects in heaven, on the earth, and in the 
waters, are there mentioned in their naturat 
order; their dependence on God is shewn, ana 
their uses, and the ends for which they were 
made, is described. The sublime descriptions 
in Job, xxxvi. and xli., may be cited in this 
connexion. Cf. Ps. ecxly. exlvii. - 

The Bible always gives the preference to ani- 
mate creatures (creatures who have breath; in 
whom is the breath of life, as Moses says) over 
the inanimate creation. It justly considers 
them as the more noble, exalted, and perfect 
work of God; and it assigns to man a pre-emi- 
nence among the creatures which belong to the 
earth. Vide Gen. i. 26, seq., and Ps. viii., 
which treat of the dignity of man, and of his 
superiority to the other creatures of the earth, es- 
pecially ver.4—9. This passage may be consi- 
dered as a comment upon Gen. i. 26, seq. 
There it is said that God made man in his own 
image, and placed him over the rest of the 
creation. This pre-eminence consists in the ra- 
tional and moral nature, and the freedom of will 
which man alone possesses among all the crea- 
tures by which he is surrounded. 

Respecting the division of creatures into 
visible (corporeal) and invisible, (immaterial, 
spiritual,) which occurs, Col. i. 16, vide s. 45, 
ad finem. Angels and the human sow belong 
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to the second class; but the whole man belongs 
alike to the corporeal and spiritual kingdom. 


Ill. The Knowledge of the Works of God. 


The ancients had a very imperfect acquaint- 
ance with natural science. They remained con- 
tented for the most part with the first impres- 
sions which were made upon their senses, with- 
out being able to penetrate into the internal na- 
ture of the objects around them. We cannot, 
therefore, expect to find any very thorough and 
accurate acquaintance with natural science in 
the writings of a nation in so early a stage of 
improvement as the ancient Hebrews were. 
They were wholly incapable of a high degree 
of the knowledge of nature. And although 
some have thought they discovered it in the 
geogony of Moses, they have done so only by 
ascribing their own thoughts to his words, and 
embodying their own information in his account. 
The ancient hearers and readers of this history 
had no taste for all this, and would not have 
understood it. 

The more cultivated nations of antiquity, es- 
pecially the Greeks, and their disciples the Ro- 
mans, advanced indeed much beyond the He- 
brews in natural science. But they too were 
destitute of the requisite instruments and helps, 
and often trusted more to reasoning @ priori 
than to experiment; and consequently their 
knowledge of nature, as a whole, bears no com- 
parison with ours, though in particular depart- 
ments they did much, considering the age in 
which they lived; as appears from the works 
of Aristotle, Theophrastus, Hippocrates, Galen, 
Pliny, Seneca, and others. More considerable 
advances, however, have been madé by Euro- 
peans in modern times, especially since the fif- 
teenth century, by means of the’ telescope, mi- 
croscope, and other newly invented philosophi- 
cal instruments, by which the secrets of nature 
have been disclosed. 

We have made these observations upon the 
study of nature in this place, not only because 
this study, and the general prevalence of correct 
natural science, contribute greatly to intellectual 
improvement, and in many respects to the en- 
nobling of man, but especially because they 
stand in intimate connexion with religion. On 
these accounts it must appear to be the duty of 
every man of education, and especially of the 
religious teacher, to acquaint himself with 
natural science, and also to give instruction to 
the common people and the young in those 
parts of it which they are capable of learning— 
always employing it, however, for religious 
purposes. This knowledge can and should be 
used— 

1, As a very easy and practical means of at- 
taining to the knowledge of the existence and 
attributes of God, and as well adapted to pro- 
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mote a disposition and conduct corresponding to 
such knowledge, vide s. 15, I., where some 
physico-theological works are mentioned ; also, 
Morus, p. 74, s. 4, 5. 

2. Asa preventive of superstition, and a re- 
medy for its evil consequences. The supersti- 
tious are those who believe things to be real, of 
whose reality they have no evidence, and who 
expect things will come to pass without the 
least reason for so doing. This is their pecu 
liar infirmity ; and the only suitable remedy is, 
for them to Jearn to judge correctly respecting 
the reality of things; to observe closely and 
examine properly the evidence of what they be- 
lieve, and then to believe only so far as their 
observation and evidence will warrant. The 
superstitious easily believe that an event ac- 
complished by natural means is accomplished 
by direct supernatural agency, and thus allow 
themselves to be deceived by tricks and artifices 
These false views cannot be proved to them to 
be groundless in any way so clearly and effec- 
tually as by giving them a thorough knowledge 
of nature; since by this we can shew them that 
an event which they had regarded as superna- 
tural was entirely in the usual course. This 
will have more influence than all the laws 
which could be enacted against superstitious 
practices, magic, and fortune-telling, and more 
than all the punishments which could pe inflict- 
ed upon magicians and fortune-tellers. The best 
laws and regulations of this kind are of little 
use, if the first source of such superstitious no- 
tions cannot be discovered and removed by 
proper instruction. This is the reason why 
even the wise regulations of Moses upon this 
subject were ineffectual among the Israelites. 

Natural science ought, therefore, by no means 
to be neglected in the instruction of the common 
pecple and of the young; since it contributes so 
much to mental and moral improvement, to ge- 
nuine religion, and to the whole happiness of 
man. Cicero has an excellent remark upon this 
subject: Omnium rerum naturd cognitd levamur 
superstitione,—non conturbamur ignoratione re- 
rum, € qua ipsd horribiles sepe existunt_formi= 
dines ; denique etiam morati melius erimus, De 
Fin. i. 19. Bayle’s work on comets should be 
read, as a thorough antidote to supersution. 
Cf. Wiegl@, Natiirliche Magie, continued by 
Rosenthal, which explains by natural causes 
many things considered by the common people 
as supernatural. 

In giving this instruction in natural science 
which has now been recommended, the religious 
teacher must carefully avoid all learned specula- 
tions and hypotheses, and introduce only that 
which can be made intelligible to the least im- 
proved understanding. He must not come for= 
ward in the character of a naturalist, for the 
purpose of merely instructing his people in 
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natural science. This is not his calling. He 
must give this instruction only as a means of 
inspiring his people with reverence for God, of 
promoting their piety towards him and confi- 
dence in him, and of making them more happy 
and contented in their condition. He should 
exhibit it in connexion with the positive truths 
of Christianity, and in such a way that it will 
have no tendency to produce doubts and scepti- 
eista with regard to our holy religion. Cf. 
Flatt’s Magazin, Ueber den Inhalt 6ffentlicher 
Religionsvortrage an erwachsene Christen, St. 
i, Num. 7, and St. v. Num. 3. 


IV. End of God in the Creation. 


The scriptures declare expressly, that every- 
thing which God has made is good—i. e., ac- 
complishes exactly the purpose for which he 
made it. Moses represents God as testifying 
_his pleasure in all that he had done, when the 
creation was completed, Gen. i. 31. The truth 
of the principle, that God has given to all his 
creatures the highest possible degree of per- 
fection, is evident both from his wisdom and 
his goodness. Vide s. 24, 28. Either our 
former theory respecting these attributes is 
untrue, (quod non potest esse,) or this principle 
is true. Acting under the guidance of infinite 
wisdom, and under the impulse of infinite good- 
ness, God could not but choose what zs best. 

Upon this principle rests the doctrine of the 
best world, or optimism, which is found even in 
Plato, the stoics, and other ancient writers. 
According to Seneca, (Ep. 65,) Plato said, 
Deus mundum fecit quam optimum potuit. In 
modern times, this doctrine has found a decided 
adyoéate in Leibnitz, in his Theodicée, th. i. 
cap. 8. Wolf, in his Metaphysik, and others 
after him, have more fully developed it. If we 
presuppose that God could have conceived of 
many worlds as possible, the present world, 
which he preferred to the others, and to which 
therefore he gave existence, must be the best. 
If not, then God might prefer the worse and 
less perfect to the best and most perfect; which 
would bespeak an imperfection both of intelli- 
gence and will. When God created the world, 
he foresaw, most clearly and infallibly, all his 
ereatures—their nature, actions, and their con- 
nexion with the whole system. He must also 
be supposed to have had the best end in view 
in the creation of the world, and to have been 
able to apply the best means for the attainment 
of it; s. 24, 28. Moreover, his power is so 
unlimited that nothing could prevent him from 
giving the world a different constitution from 
that which it now has; or, which is same thing, 
from creating a different world from that which 
now exists. Now since he has created the pre- 
sent world, it follows that no other world is so 
well adavted to the attainment of the divine 
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purposes as this. We are, indeed, unacquaint 
ed with his designs, or with the final cause of 
the creation of the world. God, doubtless, had 
many ends in view, which we do not know, and 
of which we do not even think. Vide Morus, 
p- 75, s. 6. So far, however, as we consider 
the designs of God in respect to his creatures, 
(and in this respect alone can we consider 
them,) it was his object to give them indivi- 
dually that degree of perfection and of well- 
being of which they might be susceptible. 
This what is meant in the Bible, when it is said, 
He created everything for his own glory, (rather, 
glorification,) in reference to us rational beings, 
who are to learn his majesty and his glorious 
perfections from the works of his hand. This 
is enough for us to know in order to make a 
wise use of the world. The theological doc- 
trine, that God had his own glory as his highest 
object in the creation of the world, when thus 
explained, is just and scriptural. Cf. s. 24, 1; 
s. 18, I. Note. 

Now if optimism be thus defined, and if the 
supposition that many worlds were possible is 
admitted, it is a true doctrine. When, however, 
Leibnitz and Wolf maintained that the best 
world could not exist without imperfection, evil, 
and sin, (which will be farther considered in 
the articles on Providence and the Apostasy,) 
the theologians of that age were unable to re- 
concile it with their common theories and modes 
of expression, and supposed that by this doc- 
trine God was made the author of sin. This 
was the case with Buddeus, Lange, Weismann, 
and others. Vide Baumeister, Historia doc- 
trine recentius controverse de mundo optimo; 
Gorlit. 1741. 

The philosophy of Kant sets aside the theory 
of optimism as incapable of proof, and resting 
upon arbitrary notions of the moral attributes 
of God. Kant’s objections against this doc- 
trine, or rather, against the abuse of it, may be 
found in his Kritik der Urtheilskraft; Berlin, 
1790, 8vo; and in Rehberg, Verhiltniss der 
Metaphysik zur Religion, Abschn. 5,6. [Cf. 
Hahn, s. 60, Anmerk. 4, 5. Bretschneider, b 
i. s. 584.) 


SECTION XLIX. 


OF THE MOSAIC ACCOUNT OF THE CREATION, 
ITS OBJECT, AND THE VARIOUS HYPOTHESES 
ADOPTED TO EXPLAIN IT. 


I. Object of this Narration, and whence it was 
derived. 


Turse points must be determined before we 
can attain a position from which we can survey 
the whole subject in all its bearings. Moses 
wrote primarily for his own nation, the Israel- 
ites. And the surest way to determine whe 


* 


172 


end he had in view in writing this narrative, is 
to consider the circumstances and wants of the 
Tews at the time he wrote; and these are best 
learned from his own books. 

1. One principal object which Moses had in 
view in this account, was to shew that the God 
whom the Israelites worshipped was the being 
from whom all things derived their existence, and 
that, consequently, their national God was the 
God and Lord of the whole universe, and not a 
being of so limited a nature as the national dei- 
ties at that time were usually imagined. The 
Israelites had a very strong propensity to the 
polytheism then prevalent. Even many among 
them, who worshipped Jehovah as their national 
God, still considered the heathen idols as dei- 
ties having rule over other nations and coun- 
tries. And so they frequently regarded Jehovah 
as the God of their own nation only, and their 
own land; and not of the whole earth, or world. 
Vide s. 16. And as they had seen image-wor- 
ship in Egypt, they frequently worshipped their 
own God under various forms—e. g. that of a 
golden calf, Ex. xxxii. This tendency among 
the Jews gave rise to those severe laws which 
Moses enacted against image and idol worship, 
Ex. xx. 4; Deut. iv. 15—17. Many of the Is- 
raelites worshipped the stars. Vide the texts 
above cited. 

Now this history of the creation clearly shews 
that the God whom the Israelites worshipped is 
the Creator and Lord of the whole universe; 
that the firmament and the stars, as well as the 
earth and its inhabitants, are his work, and his 
alone; that there are not many gods, but one 
only, the author of all things ; that these things 
were created by God for the good, advantage, 
and service of man, and not to be worshipped 
by him, and that, on the contrary, he himself is 
appointed by God to be the lord and ruler of the 
earth, and of all the inferior creatures that in- 
habit it. 

Such a history was the more necessary, from 
the fact that almost all the ancient books of le- 
gislation and religion began with cosmogonies. 
This was the case with the books of the Pheni- 
cians, Greeks, &c. The same might therefore 
have been expected from Moses by his country- 
men, especially as many of the cosmogonies of 
other nations were false, and needed to be cor- 
rected. 

2. Moses intended, also, by this account, to 
confirm, impress, and solemnize many of his 
positive institutions and laws. Thus what he 
says, in the account of the work of the fourth 
day, (ver. 14,) respecting the use of the sun and 
moon in the reckoning of time, was designed to 
recommend the custom which he had instituted 
among the Israelites of reckoning time, and ob- 
serving feasts and public solemnities, according 
to moons and lunar years. And thus, especially 
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in the account which he gives of the seventh day 
(ii. 2, 3), on which God rested when his labours 
were done, he has an obvious reference to the 
institution of the Sabbath. This becomes still 
more evident on a comparison of these verses 
with Ex. xx. 8—11; for it is there expressly 
said respecting the Mosaic institution of the 
Sabbath, ‘¢ that no labour should be done in it, 
because God laboured only six days, as it were, 
and rested on the seventh day ; wherefore God 
consecrated (373) the seventh day, and appoint- 
ed it for a festival (nva>:).’ In what way, 
now, could this solemn festival of the Jewish 
nation have received a higher sanction and inte- 
rest, than from sucha consideration as this? The 
Sabbath was thus consecrated as a solemn festi- 
val in remembrance of the creation, and in it the 
Jews were required to rest from their labour in 
honour of God, their creator and the creator of the 
world, and to employ this rest in religious me- 
ditation, and in celebrating his perfections. 
Hence the Hebrew psalms intended for the Sab- 
bath day were hymns of praise to God for his 
greatness, as manifested in his works—e. g., 
Ps. xcii. 1, seq. This: reference of Moses to 
the institution of the Sabbath in what he says 
of the consecration of the seventh day in his 
history of the creation, is so evident, that it was 
perceived by many of the ecclesiastical fathers 
—e. g., Philoponus, in the sixth century, in his 
Hexemer, |. i. c. 3. 

Eichhorn, in his * Urgeschichte,”’ has endea- 
voured, very ingeniously, to carry out this idea 
respecting the object for which Moses wrote. 
Vide Repertor. fiir bibl. Lit. th. iv. s. 129—172; 
Leipzig, 1779; and, Eichhorn’s Urgeschichte, 
herausgegeben mit Einleitung und Anmerkun- 
gen, von Dr. Joh. Phil. Gabler, 1 th. Altorf und 
Nurenberg, 1790, 8vo, and Ite Abth. des 2n th., 
at the same place, 1791. Cf. Gabler, Neuer 
Versuch tiber die Mosaische Schépfungsges- 
chichte aus der hdéhern Kritik; Altorf, 1795, 
8vo; and, Vater, in his **Commentar zu dem 
Pentateuch,” th. iii. Eichhorn, however, main- 
tains that Moses fabricated this whole history 
of the creation, for the mere purpose of esta- 
blishing some truth, or of sanctioning some of 
his religious institutions. But this opinion 
cannot be proved, and only involves us in new 
difficulties. There is no reason to regard this 
history as a fabrication of Moses himself, be- 
cause he is not known in any other case to have 
invented fables to recommend his most import- 
ant laws and institutions. Others are of opi- 
nion, that he found this history previously ex- 
isting, and applied it to the confirmation of his 
institutions. That such was the case cannot, 
however, be proved, as he himself is silent upon 
the subject. Such might have been the case; 
and the supposition detracts nothing from the 
author of the bovk of Genesis. ‘This opiniss 
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was maintained long since by Astriic in his 
‘ Conjectures sur les memoires originaux dont 
il paroit que Moses s’est servi pour composer le 
livre de la Genése,” (Bruxelles, 1753, 8vo,) and 
oy Jerusalem, in his Briefe ueber die Mosa- 
ische Schrift und Philosophie,’ (Braunschw. 
1762, 8vo;) who endeavoured to shew, that 
Moses, in his first book, made use of ancient 
narratives orally transmitted, and of written me- 
morials, derived in part from the antediluvian 
world. The design, then, of Moses, (as the 
following chapters of his first book shew,) was 
to preserve in Genesis such venerable remnants 
of antiquity as had been handed down from the 
patriarchal age. Now if it is apparent, as even 
Hichhorn allows, that Moses made use of such 
fragments in the composition of the second and 
third chapters, it is hard to see why he should 
be supposed to have fabricated the whole narra- 
tive in the first chapter. Besides, itis common 
for the ancient traditions and religious memo- 
rials of a nation to begin with cosmogonies. 
And it is therefore probable, that an ancient ac- 
count of the creation had been transmitted, 
which Moses either inserted as he found it, or 
remodelled to suit his own purpose. All this, 
however, is mere hypothesis and ingenious con- 
jecture. 

The number seven has been a sacred number 
in all the East from the earliest times. Here, 
say some, is the ground of the representation 
that the creation lasted to the seventh day. 
But how can this be proved? With as much 
reason one might reverse the statement, and 
say, this account of the creation, which was 
widely circulated in the ages before and after 
the deluge, was the reason why the number 
seven was adopted as the sacred number. And 
no one is able to disprove this. Such hypothe- 
ses never lead to a certain result. 

As respects the Sabbath, it was not first in- 
stituted by Moses, but was an ancient usage, as 
Michaelis has shewn in his ‘*Mosaisches Recht,” 
and others after him, with much reason. Moses, 
however, found it necessary to enact new laws 
for the observance of this ancient institution. 
Eichhorn, indeed, considers this opinion un- 
founded, though without sufficient reason. For 
we find this day hallowed as a day of rest among 
the Israelites, even before the legislation of Moses 
commenced. Vide Ex. xvi. 23. The Sabbath 
is there called a day of holy rest in honour of 
Jehovah. Cf. J. W. Rau, Progr. de fictione 
Mosaica, falso adserta; Erlang. 1779. Beck, 
De fontibus sententiarum de creatione; Lipse, 
1782, 4to. Paulus, Abhandlung ueber die An- 
lage und den Zweck des ersten und zweyten 
Fragments der altesten Mosaischen Menschen- 
geschichte, in his Neu. Reper. fiir bibl. und 
morgendland. Lit. th. ii. Num. 5; Jena, 1790, 
8vo. Te considers the first chapter of Genesis 
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as an ancient Sabbath-hymn, which owes its 
whole form and structure to the division of time 
into six days for labour, and a day of rest. 


II. Consequences from these General Remarks. 


If the remarks made in No. I. are true, the 
following rules and principles must be adopted 
in the interpretation of the history of the crea- 
tlon :— 

1. Moses did not write as a naturalist or phi- 
losopher, intending to make his account the basis 
of a scientific physiology. Vide Morus, p. 73, 
s. 3, Num. 2. He did not design to shew, asa 
naturalist would have done, the manner in which 
particular things were created. The opinion was 
formerly very prevalent, especially among the 
Jews, that the Bible was a general repository of 
every kind of knowledge, as well as of the doc- 
trines of faith and morality, or at least that it 
contained the first germ of all the sciences ; and 
as improvements were gradually made in natural 
science, they were supposed to be contained in 
the Bible, and from the general and comprehen- 
sive nature of scriptural language, often with 
great appearance of truth. But in this attempt 
the true object of the Bible was overlooked; 
which was the reason, also, that allegorical in- 
terpretation found so much approbation for- 
merly. 

The writings of Homer met with the same 
fate among the Greeks which those of Moses 
have experienced among the Jews and Chris- 
tians. Everybody forced his own system upon 
these writings, and found it confirmed by them, 
without ever thinking that learned sciences did 
not exist at so early an age of the world, and 
that they are unsuitable to the common people 
of any age. They could not have been pos- 
sessed by the writers to whom they are attri- 
buted, nor could they have been understood by 
their contemporaries. 

The whole representation which Moses has 
given of the creation of the world is as simple 
as possible, and such as doubtless was perfectly 
intelligible to those who lived in that infant age 
of the world, and is still so to men in common 
life. The more familiar one becomes with the 
views and wants of men at larze—the more he 
is able to place himself in their condition, the 
more justly will he be able to explain this pas- 
sage, and the more fully will he enter into the 
spirit of its author. In the Bible, God speaks 
with men after the manner of men, and not ina 
language which is beyond the comprehension 
of most of them, as the learned would fain make 
it tobe. Well, indeed, is it for the great mass 
of mankind that the learned were not consulted 
respecting the manner in which the Bible should 
be written! 

When the study of nature became more pre 
valent in the seventeenth century, it was very 
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common among Christian interpreters, who at 
that time adopted the principle before stated, 
either to derive their systems of physiology from 
the writings of Moses, or to force them upon 
him. ‘The first fault was committed, though 
with the best intentions, by the otherwise very 
deserving Joh. Amos Comenius, in his «Synopsi 
physices ad lumen divinum reformate.” He 
had many followers. he latter fault was first 
committed by some adherents of the Cartesian 
philosophy. They believed that they found 
many of the peculiar doctrines of Des Cartes 
very clearly exhibited in the writings of Moses. 
Des Cartes himself appeared to be of this opi- 
nion. Vide, e. g., Joh. Amerpoel (Cartesius 
Mosaizans), Beaufort, Rambert, and others. 

The same was done in the eighteenth century, 
and in still more modern times. There have 
always been some who have believed that they 
found the various philosophical systems of New- 
ton, Wolf, Buffon, and Bergmann in the writings 
of Moses, or at least that they could reconcile 
these philosophers with him. But Moses will 
as little confirm the theories of one philosopher 
as he will contradict those of another. All the 
attempts made by different philosophers to an- 
swer objections to their own theory drawn from 
the Mosaic geogony, or to draw arguments from 
it to confute the theories of others, are labour 
thrownaway. Cf. Silberschlag, Geogonie, oder, 
Erklarung der Mosaischen Erderschaffung nach 
physikalischen und mathematischen Grundsat- 
zen, 3 thle; Berlin, 1780—83, a work which 
contains much of the sort above mentioned. Cf. 
the ««Neue Theorie der Erde,” by the same 
author, containing many very good scientific 
observations, but also many rash and untenable 
positions. Vide also, De Liic., Lettres phy- 
siques et morales sur |’histoire de la terre et de 
Vhomme, & la Haye, 6 tom. 1779, 8vo. Dr. Ro- 
senmuller, Antiquiss. telluris Historia; Ulme, 
1776, 8vo, is very useful as a collection of ma- 
terials for a history of opinions, &c. 

2. in this description of the creation regard is 
shewn to the comprehension of common men, 
especially of men in that early age; and it is 
not improbable, as remarked before, that it may 
have been composed by Moses from ancient 
written records. 

The general subject of this passage is indi- 
cated in ver. 1. This is then enlarged upon in 
the following verses, not to gratify the curiosity 
of scientific men, but to meet the wants of those 
who lived in the age in which it was written, 
and of common men ina!lages. This amplifi- 
cation is entirely simple and popular ; and when 
the work of creation is here represented as a six- 
days’ work, it is to be considered as a picture, in 
which God appears as a human workman, who 
accomplishes what he undertakes only by piece- 
meal, and on each successive day lays out and 
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performs a separate portion of his business. By 
such a representation the notion of the creation 
is made easy to every mind; and common peo- 
ple, seeing it so distinctly portrayed, can form 
some clear conceptions concerning it, and read 
or hear the account of it with interest. 

Many ‘modern writers (e. g., Paulus) are of 
opinion that Moses, or the author of this history, 
whoever he may be, designed this description 
merely as a philosopheme respecting the manner 
in which the creation might have taken place, 
not intending that it should be understood as 
literal fact. And it cannot be denied that we 
find many difficulties"in the whole narration con- 
sidered as literally true. These difficulties, how- 
ever, do not justify us in affirming that Moses 
did not design to represent these events as ac- 
tually taking place. On the contrary, it clearly 
appears from many other texts in his writings 
that he did intend to relate these events as literal 
facts. He himself elsewhere alludes to the 
creation, as Morus justly remarks, (p. 73, s. 3, 
n. 2,) as to res in facto posita; as Ex. xx. 11; 
xeeeky ii 

This Mosaic history of the creation teaches us 
the three following truths: (@) that the world 
began to exist, and that God was its author, 
(Gen. i. 1;) and that the world therefore is not 
eternal, and God is wholly distinct from the 
world. (&) That the constitution, connexion, 
and final destination of all existing things are 
from God alone, ver. 2,seq. (c) That the uni- 
verse, and especially our earth, was not brought 
at once by the hand of its Creator into the form 
and state in which we now see it; but yet within 
a moderately short time. 

Herder’s ‘* Aelteste Urkunde des Menschen 
geschlechts” contains many very valuable re- 
marks which may assist one in placing this his- 
tory in its proper light. His statements, how- 
ever, are frequently obscure and enigmatical, 
and built ina great measure upon hypothesis. 
Vide a review of this work in the « Allgerm. 
deutschen Bibl.,’’ thle. 25,30. But the « Ur- 
geschichte” of Eichhorn is the most important 
work on this subject. It was first published in 
the «Repert. fiir bibl. Liter.” th. 4; Leipzig, 
1779; and edited with notes, by Gabler; Altorf, 
1790. ‘These are also a number of essays on 
this subject by Dr. Paulus and others, in his Re- 
pertorium, Memorabilien, and Theological Jour- 
nal. Cf. Ilgen, Urkunde des Jerusalem’schen 
Tempelarchivs, and Vater, Commentar tber 
den Pentateuch. 

3. From this history of the creatxr “it follows, 
that our globe, and the race of mee that now 
dwells upon it, is about six thousané years old. 
I say, about six thousand years. For Moses 
does not give us an exact chronology, and time 
cannot be reckoned with certainty from the ge- 
nealogies of the patriarchs, berause only the 
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most remarkable men and their families are 
mentioned, while less distinguished names and 
generations are omitted. This is the common 
custom in oriental genealogies; and is the case 
in the first of Matthew. Besides, there is a 
great difference between our present Hebrew 
text and the Cod. Sam. and the LXX., in respect 
to the number of years; although the readings 
of our texts, on the whole, are far better sup- 
ported than the others. 

The human race is much older than this, ac- 
cording to the belief of some other nations— 
e. g., the Chinese and Indian. The whole sub- 
ject, indeed, presents many difficulties; it is, 
however, strange, that Voltaire and other ene- 
mies of the Bible should have embraced in such 
a credulous and partial manner the monstrous 
and unfounded calculations of the Chinese and 
Indians in preference to the evidence which may 
be derived from Moses. Some have endeavoured 
to confirm the truth of the Mosaic account of the 
later origin of the human race from the more 
secent origin of the arts and sciences among men 
than would be consistent with the theories be- 
fore mentioned, and from many other considera- 
sions; which, however, in themselves, are not 
satisfactory. 

One important question in relation to this sub- 
ject remnains to be investigated: Does Moses 
speak in the first chapter of the first creation of 
the globe, or only of a new creation, a remodel- 
ling of it, and planting it withanewrace? Cf. 
Morus, p. 73, n. 6. Many modern naturalists 
affirm that the earth must have existed much 
2arlier than the time of which Moses speaks, 
perhaps a thousand years; and that during this 
earliest period it must have undergone astonish- 
ing revolutions, to which, however, no history 
can of course extend, as they took place before 
the existence of the present race of men. They 
think these tremendous revolutions are proved 
by the sea-animals which are found, sometimes 
singly and sometimes in whole layers, upon the 
highest mountains and in the deepest clefts 
of the earth, far distant from the present bed 
of the ocean; by the remnants of plants and 
beasts found in climates entirely different from 
those in which they are native—e. g., the bones 
of the elephant found in Liberia, &c.; by the pe- 
trifactions which are found deep in the interior 
of the earth, &c. All these appearances are con- 
sidered by some as proof that great alterations 
‘have taken place in the earth which lie far be- 
yond the reach of our history. Vide Biiffon and 
Justi, Geschichte des Erdbodens aus seinen 
innerlichen und atisserlichen Beschaffenheiten 
hergeleitet und erwiesen; Berlin, 1771, 8vo3 
Bergmann, Physikalische Beschreibung der 
Erdkugel; Greifswald, 1769. Other great na- 
turalists, however, even Linneus, Haller, De 
Liic, and Silberschlag, do not think these facts 
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are incontrovertible proof of what many have so 
confidently deduced from them. 

Many modern interpreters and theologians 
have supposed, in order to reconcile more easily 
the account of Moses with the assertions and 
hypotheses of modern naturalists, that Moses 
speaks of the creation of the whole universe in 
the first verse only; and that from ver. 2 on- 
wards he turns exclusively to the earth, and then 
describes, not its first creation, but only a re- 
formation and new constitution of it. They sup- 
pose, accordingly, that in the first verse he in- 
tends to say simply, God created the whole 
universe, without determining when, and that in 
the following verses he has particular reference 
to the earth, and describes its present formation, 
without determining whether it took place at the 
very time when God created the universe or a 
thousand years afterwards, when the earth may 
have been already once or many times inhabited 
by different races of beings. They have endea- 
voured once to establish this hypothesis even by 
other texts of scripture, as Ps. civ. 6—9, which 
indeed is an amplification of the Mosaic account 
of the creation, but which gives no information 
respecting the ddme or the duration of this revolu- 
tion, and none respecting a race of creatures 
previously existing upon the earth. The pas- 
sage, 2 Pet. iii. 6, is cited with still less propriety 
in support of this hypothesis. The 6 réze xoo- 
pos refers undoubtedly to the men who lived be- 
fore the flood; as appears from chap. il. 5. 

The following remarks may enable us to de- 
cide with regard to this hypothesis: 

It is true that, from ver. 2 onwards, Moses 
confines himself principally to our globe, though 
still, in ver. 14—19, he describes the creation 
of the heavenly bodies; which description, ac- 
cording to this hypothesis, must be considered 
as merely optical, intended to convey the idea 
that these bodies then for the first time became 
visible from the newly-formed earth. But it 
cannot be proved that Moses intended from ver. 
2 to describe only a new formation of the earth. 

1. He always distinctly connects the creation 
of the earth with that of the rest of the universe, 
and he uses expressions so entirely similar re- 
specting the two that open violence must be done 
to his words before they can be understood to 
refer at one time to a re-formation of the earth, 
and at another to its original creation, according 
to this modern hypothesis—e. g., Gen. ii. 1, 
‘‘Thus the heavens and the earth were com- 
pleted, and all the host of them’”’—i. e., all crea- 
tures. Ex, xx. 11, “In six days, God made 
heaven and earl’ and sea, and all which there- 
injyiss: 

2. Those who consider this history of the 
creation as a mere human production, as is very 
common at the present day, cannot consistently 
admit that Moses intended to describe only @ 


176 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


remodelling of the earth. For this notion is too | téme in the year was the world created? be 


little in the spirit of the ancient world, and too 
nicely adjusted to our present physiological and 
astronomical knowledge, to have occurred to an 
uninspired historian. The ancients always sup- 
posed the earth to be the centre of the universe, 
and the author of this history, living at that early 
period, and left to himself, could hardly have 
conjectured that it had previously undergone any 
such revolutions and changes as are spoken of. 
Cf. s. 48, II. An uninspired author, writing in 
ancient times, could scarcely have conceived 
that the earth should have been created later 
than the other heavenly bodies, since they were 
supposed to exist principally for the sake of the 
earth. Thus, on the supposition that this record 
is a mere human production, and that Moses, 
without any divine influence, inserted it in the 
book of Genesis, we may draw an argument xa7’ 
GySponoy against the truth of the above expla- 
nation. 

We must therefore rest in the belief that it 
was the real opinion of Moses that God created 
and finished the whole material world, the whole 
visible universe, together; and, indeed, in that 
order and connexion which he describes in the 
first chapter of Genesis. 

The hypotheses of modern naturalists respect- 
ing the material of our globe can neither be con- 
firmed nor refuted from the writings of Moses. 
Which of all those that have been suggested 
is true? that of Whiston, who supposes the 
earth to be formed from a comet; that of Leib- 
nitz, who makes it a sun burnt out; that of Buf- 
fon, according to whom all the heavenly bodies 
are fragments broken off from the body of the 
sun by the concussion of a comet; or that of 
Wideburg, who supposes the earth to have been 
originally a spot on the sun; must be determined 
on other grounds than the testimony of Moses. 
Vide Silberschlag’s “ Geogonie”’ for an account 
of these and other systems. He justly rejects 
the opinion that Moses speaks in this passage 
only of a revolution or remodelling of the earth. 

All these learned speculations and inquiries 
respecting the material of the earth &c. lie be- 
yond the object and sphere of Moses. And any 
of these hypotheses of the naturalists may be 
adopted or rejected, the Mosaic geogony not- 
withstanding. Nor can the authority of Moses 
be brought to decide the question, whether the 
whole globe, or only the higher regions of Asia, 
received at first their full and complete forma- 
tion and present structure. Herder and Doeder- 
lein suppose the latter; but the author of this 
record appears rather to favour the former. He 
speaks in general terms of the earth—that is, 
so far as it was known to him. Still nothine 
can be determined upon this subject from his 
authority. 

Note.—The question has been asked, A¢ what 


Jews commonly answer, according to the Chal- 
daic paraphrasts and the cabalists, that the world 
was created in autumn. They found their opi- 
nion principally upon the supposed fact, that the 
patriarchs in the most ancient times commenced 
their year in autumn; but of this there is no de- 
finite proof. Others say, in the spring ; with 
which opinion many of the fathers and most mo- 
dern Christian writers agree. Scaliger, in the 
first edition of his work, ** De emendat. tempp.,”” 
advocated the latter opinion;. but in the second 
edition, the former. In favour of this opinion, 
Gen. i. 11 is cited, «« Let the earth bring forth 
grass and herb ;”’ which suits better with spring 
than harvest. Exod. xii. 2 is also cited, where 
it is said that the month Nisan (April) shall be 
the first in the year of the Jews, &c. Accord- 
ing to Solinus and Macrobius, the Egyptians 
gave out the swmmer as the first season of the 
year. The whole inquiry is fruitless and idle; 
for the season can only be relatively determined 
in respect to the situation of the country in 
which our first parents lived. For the time of 
the seasons is not everywhere the same; when 
it is summer in one place, it is winter in-an- 
other. 


SECTION L. 


EXPLANATION OF THE MOSAIC HISTORY OF 
THE CREATION. 


I. General Account of the Creation of the World. 


mrna—i. e., the first of all the events in the 
world, that with which the history of all things 
commenced, was the creation of the universe 
(heaven and earth, s. 45) by God. Philo says, 
To: 2y apyxyy Exoinoer, toov tore tq: mparoy 
txtoinoe tov ovpavoy, De Opif. Mundi, p. b6; PE 
And so Cicero says, ‘A PRINcIPIO omnia facta 
a dtis et constituta sunt,” De Officiis, i. 4, coll. 
De Natura Deorum, i. 12. Before this, God 
alone existed ; and he gave existence to every- 
thing which is exterior to himself. In the same 
way we must explain é» dpyq qv 6 royos, 
John, i, 1. & EE dpy%s,”? (ab initio mundi,) 
Hesiod, Theog. v. 45. 

After prefixing this general statement, Moses 
now (ver. 2) proceeds to describe the creation 
of the earth; vide s. 49. «The earth was 
waste (xin is applied by the Hebrews and Ara- 
bians to deserts and wasted towns) and empty, 
(073, void, wnoceupied, like a chamber without 
furniture; so in Arabic.”) Both terms occur 
in Isaiah, xxxiv. 11. The earth is thus repre 
sented as a rude, formless mass, which, toge 
ther with the rest of the material world, is now 
framed by the artificer in the space of six days 
and which gradually receives its full perfection 
The whole description is after the manner of 
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xen, and is adapted to common apprehension. 
»he same may be said of the description of the 
creation of man in the second chapter; he was 
nade gradually, and was formed like any other 
work of art. 

«And darkness was upon the deep waters.” 
own is rendered by Luther, dée Tiefe, the deep; 
abvocos by the LXX; but is also deep waters, 
profundum, profundum pelagus ; so frequently in 
the scriptures, the sea—e., g., Gen. xlix. 253 Psa. 
evi. 9. The meaning here is, the earth, which 
was then overflowed with water, was in dark- 
ness. Moses and the ancient Hebrew prophets 
always describe the original condition of the 
earth in this way. It was all an open sea, dark 
and dreadful. The water gradually subsided ; 
the higher regions first became visible, and then 
the low lands; and they were covered with light, 
as is described below. A fuller delineation, and 
a poetic comment on this passage, is contained 
in Psa. civ. 5—9. Moses calls the mountains, 
the eldest sons of the earth—those which the earth 
first produced, Psa. xc. 2, because the mountains 
first rose from the water, and became visible. 
Similar opinions respecting the original con- 
dition and primitive form of the earth are found 
among other nations—e. g., the Egyptians 
(Diod. Sicul. i. '7) and the Phenicians, (Euse- 
bius, Prep. Evan. i. 10, taken from Sanchuni- 
athon.) ‘They supposed that in the beginning 
all was confused, gloomy, and dark. So the 
Orphean Hymns represent. And this supposition 
is in itself very natural; for darkness commonly 
precedes light; disorder, order ; and emptiness, 
fulness. The overflowing of water is still the 
occasion of the most wide-spread desolation, and 
even of great alterations on the surface of the 
earth. According to Homer, 'Qxzavos was the 
eldest progenitor of all the gods; and from him 
everything proceeded, Il. xiv. 201, 246; xv. 
187,seq. Many modern naturalists suppose that 
the bottom of the sea was pressed up by subter- 
ranean fire, and that in this way the mountains 
and firm land arose above the waters. On this 
supposition the sea-products found upon moun- 
tains are explained. Vide Silberschlag’s «+ Ge- 
ogonie.”” Moses does not contradict this opi- 
nion; but neither, on the other hand, have we 
reason to believe that he intended to teach it. 
He only relates the fact that the dry land ap- 
peared, without determining how this was 
brought about, whether from the subsidence of 
the waters, from the action of internal fire, or 
some other cause. 

pon ccby mamp obs mn. What is here 
called ovbs rm, is elsewhere called: ox now, 
Gen. ii. 7; Psa. civ. 30; the spirit, the breath 
of God, which vivifies everything—i. e., the ef- 
ficient, all-animating, all-creative power of God. 
On the word nv, vide s. 9, and s. 19, TL 9m 
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is variously explained. The LXX. and other 
Greek interpreters render it énepépero, moved 
over the waters. The Chaldaic, Samaritan, 
and both the Arabic versions, render it blew over 
the waters. Others render it, to make warm, 
calefacere, (to vivify;) because it is applied to 
the hatching of eggs by warmth, Deut. xxxii. 
11. Michaelis translates it from the Syriac, to 
descend, let one’s self down, se demittere. In 
whatever way it is translated, the main idea re- 
mains the same—the effect and motion produced 
by the almighty power of God. 


Il. The Six-days’ Work; ver. 3, seq. 


1. Introductory remarks upon the question, 
What is here meant by days? and respecting 
some difficulties which occur in relation to the 
whole description, and the manner of obviating 
them. 

It appears from the preceding sections, that 
God may be supposed either to have created at 
once the whole system of things, as it now ex- 
ists, or to have first produced the material from 
which all things were formed, with the power 
to develop itself gradually, and that he may 
have caused this further development to proceed 
by means of these natural powers, himself ex- 
erting a direct influence only where they were 
insufficient. The Jatter is the scriptural idea. 
The object of exhibiting the creation as a six- 
days’ work has been shewn to be, to render the 
subject perspicuous and intelligible to men; to 
depict before their eyes the manner in which 
each thing in succession was accomplished, and 
the whole gradually finished under divine influ- 
ence and direction. 

By days Moses appears to have meant com- 
mon days of twenty-four hours. For (a) their 
limits are always determined by morning and 
evening, which being understood literally, the 
day must be literal also. (0) In all other texts 
where Moses alludes to the account of the crea- 
tion, literal days are always clearly presup- 
posed—e. g., Exod. xx. 11, where the institu- 
tion of the Sabbath in described; and chap. 
xxxi. 17. But interpreters find various diff- 
culties in this supposition. How, they ask, 
could so much be, done in one day, without 
heaping together too many miracles? or, how 
could Moses speak of days, in ver. 5, 8, 13, be- 
fore the sun as yet existed, which, according to 
ver. 16, seq., was not until the fourth day ? and 
many more questions of the same kind. To 
avoid these difficulties various other hypotheses 
are invented. Some say the three first days 
were periods of indefinite length, but the three 
last, ordinary days of twenty-four hours; so 
Michaelis. Others understand by po», through 
the whole description, periods of indefinite 
length; or they prolong each day into a mon 
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strous duration. According to Des Cartes, each 
day was a thousand years ; six thousand years, 
therefore, were occupied in forming the earth! 
According to Whiston, each day is one year 
only. But such conjectures, as everybody sees, 
are arbitrary and groundless. 

If we would form a clear and distinct notion 
of this whole description of the creation, we 
must conceive of six separate pictures, in which 
this great work is represented in each succes- 
sive stage of its progress towards completion. 
And as the performance of the painter, though 
it must have natural truth as its foundation, 
must not be considered or judged of as a deli- 
neation of mathematical or scientific accuracy, 
so neither must this pictorial representation of 
the creation be regarded as literally and exactly 
true. 

First picture; ver.3—5. The earth, before 
dark and invisible, is enlightened, that the spec- 
tator may be able to see it, and that the builder 
may be able to mould and fashion the materials 
upon which he is to work. This light is of pe- 
riodical succession, causing day and night, be- 
cause the whole is divided into days’ works. 
Whence this light proceeds is a question which 
cannot properly be proposed here; it is sufficient 
to say that there must have been light enough 
to enable the spectator in some measure to dis- 
cern the objects as they were formed. We 
cannot conclude, that because the light of day 
at present proceeds from the sun, there could 
have been no light before the sun existed. In- 
deed, there are other luminous bodies besides 
our sun, which shine with unborrowed light. 
The sun itself was not created until the fourth 
day. At present it is sufficient that it is alter- 
nately clear and obscure, and that there is light 
both for the artificer and the spectator. Proba- 
bly, however, it was only a glimmering and 
obscure light, like the morning or evening twi- 
light. 

Second picture ; ver.6—8. Though light has 
dawned upon the earth, an ocean still encircles 
the globe, and cloud and vapour float over the 
waters. The upper, water is now separated from 
the under; so that, as the Egyptians say, hea- 
ven and earth may no more be commingled and 
united in one mass, (Diod. Sic. 1, 7,) as they 
were on the first day, This is the second day’s 
work. 

_ Third picture; ver. 9—13, After this great 
division, the other great movements can now 
proceed withqut hindrance. The builder first 
applies his hand to the inferior portion. He 
causes the dry land to rise from the lower waters, 
and separates it from the ocean, and from the 
smaller collections and currents of water, which 
now flow into the lower regions of the earth. 
This land is next furnished with plants of every 
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kind. The naturalist may indeed object, that it 
is incredible that plants should spring from the 
earth before the appearance of the sun; but it 
does not follow that, because such is the uni- 
form course since the universe and the earth are 
finished, therefore such must have been the case 
in this incipient state. Besides, it seems that 
the plants were only created on the third day, 
and grew and increased immediately on the ap- 
pearance of the sun on the following day. On 
this third day the earth was sowed and planted 
for the first time by Him who created the seeds 
and plants. And as we frequently sow rnd 
plant to-day because we expect that to-mor~ew 
and on the succeeding days there will be wea- 
ther favourable to the growth and germination 
of the seeds; so may God have now sowed and 
planted the earth, in prospect of the sun which 
on the morrow he should place in the heavens. 

Fourth picture; ver. 14—19. The superior 
portion is now to be fashioned—the wpper 
waters, or the atmosphere. Here now the ob- 
server discovers the sun, moon, and stars appa- 
rently floating in a high and immeasurable dis- 
tance above the clouds. These henceforth en- 
lighten the earth and shed their influence upon 
it. The little moon is represented as, next ta 
the sun, the greatest light, because it appears sa 
tous. A painter would justly be accused of a 
fault, if he should otherwise represent it. He 
must represent it as it appears to the eye. 

Fifth picture ; ver. 20—23. The upper and 
lower waters are peopled with inhabitants—. 
birds, fishes, and other creatures of the sea. 
The supposition sometimes made, that Moses 
describes the birds as formed from the waters, 
is without foundation. 

Stxth picture ; ver. 24—31. The inhabitants 
of the dry land are now produced, after every- 
thing is properly prepared for them, and provi- 
sion made for their sustenance—all the beasts 
of the field, quadrupeds, and reptiles; and, 
lastly, man himself, the bord of this lower cre- 
ation. He is not introduced into his dweiling 
before it is entirely ready. The house is first 
built, and then the occupant enters. Vide the 
Article on the creation of man. 

At the end of the sixth day the builder once 
more reviews his whole work—* He considered 
everything which he had made, and behold! it 
was very good.”’ The same formula of appro- 
bation occurs at the end of the several days’ 
works, with only two exceptions—viz., (a) It 
is entirely wanting at the end of the second day’s 
work, (ver. 8.) In some MSS. of the Septua- 
gint, the formula is here introduced, but it is 
wanting in others. Zacharia conjectures (Bibl. 
th. ii. s. 34, f.) that the words, “* And the even- 
ing and the morning were the second day,” 
which now stand at the end of ver. 8, should be 
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first introduced at the end of ver. 10, before the 
words, “and God saw that it was good ;’? mak- 
Ing what is now the beginning of the third day’s 
work a part of the second. But this transposi- 
tion is unnecessary. The use of this formula 
of approbation appears not to be regulated by 
the division of days, but by the completion of 
the larger portions of the creation. All the 
changes which the water was to undergo were 
not finished at the end of the second day—they 
continue even into the third; and this appears 
to be the reason why the formula of approbation 
‘is omitted at the end of the second day. (b) 
This formula stands in the middle of the de- 
scription of the work of the sixth day, imme- 
diately after the mention of the creation of the 
beasts in ver.26. Michaelis and Eichhorn well 
observe here, that it answers the purpose of a 
pause, before the transition is made from the in- 
ferior creation, here completed, to the production 
of man, the noblest creature of the earth. 

2. Explanation of some obscure terms which 
occur in the description of the six days’ work. 

Ver. 3. For the meaning of the term fo speak, 
as used here and in the rest of the history of the 
creation, vide s. 47, II. 1. 

Ver. G. yypn is translated by Luther, Veste, 
because the Vulgate has firmamentum, which is 
a translation of the orepéwua of the LXX. yp, 
the root of this word, signifies, fo stamp (with 
the feet), Ezek. vi. 11; xxv. 6; and hence, fo 
spread out, to expand, to hammer out, to tread 
out, (calcando expandere.) Moses and the other 
sacred writers always use this term to denote the 
heavens—das Gewilbe, fornix, camera—the wei- 
kin, the expanse over our heads; elsewhere, the tent 
of the heavens. The origin of the term, and of 
the idea from which it is derived, can be best 
learned from Ezekiel’s vision, i. 22, 23, 26; x. 
1. spn there denotes the floor of the throne of 
God in heaven. God, the Ruler and Judge, 
was imagined by the Jews as sitting upon a 
throne in heaven. Other nations had the same 
conception. According to Homer, the gods sat 
with Jupiter, ypvcé@ év danédq, (upon a golden 
floor;) Il. iv. 2. The upper sanctuary and the 
throne of God, then, is above the expanse of the 
heavens. This expanse is the floor upon which 
he places his feet, and over which he rides in 
his chariot of thunder. Vide the texts cited 
from Ezekiel. Hence the whole earth, which 
has this yp. for a covering, is frequently called 
the footstool of God. By y»p1 is meant (a) the 
atmosphere, which bears the rainy and stormy 
clouds: also (5) whatever is still above them— 
all that the eye can see over us in the heavens. 
In the immeasurable distance of the blue sky, 
high above the region of the clouds, float the 
gun, moon, and stars, as it appears to the eye. 
For this reason they are placed in the firma- 
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ment, ver. 15, 17, When it is said, ver. 8, 
‘‘ God called the yypr, heaven,’’ it is as much ag 
to say, what we call heaven is God’s footstool ; 
what we behold high over our heads is under 
his feet. So in Homer it is said, «Men call it 
so; the gods call it differently.”” The Deity 
sees everything in a different light from what 
we do, and therefore names everything differ- 
ently, to speak after the manner of men. 

Vers: ti. .12. xv is the generic name for 
everything which grows out of the earth—the 
green plant. yy is the specific name for trees 
and arboreous plants. aty stands for the herb 
and lesser plants. yy is used in Hebrew in re- 
ference both to sewing and planting, like the 
Latin serere, and denotes therefore here every 
kind of propagation. 

Ver. 14. The usefulness of the heavenly bo- 
dies to the earth and to men is here stated. The 
word nw, sign, signifies a mark for the division 
of time. The sun and stars are intended to de- 
termine the times, (aryin,) the days, and the 
years. odvnyin are not so much the four revoly- 
ing seasons of the year, as months. For (a) they 
are connected with years and days. (0) In Ps. 
civ. 19, the o»yin are said to be determined by 
the moon, because they are defined by her mo- 
tion :—‘* He created the moon for the computa- 
tion of time.” 

Ver. 20. pr, webende Thiere, (moving crea- 
tures,) Luther. yw signifies, fo swarm. It 
denotes, literally, the lively, rapid’ motion of 
beasts who are collected in great multitudes. 
Hence it is used in reference to fishes, birds, 
and other animals—e. g., Exod. i. 7. Here 
it is applied to sea animals. Cf. Ps. civ. 25. 
Dp 32-7y, not supra celum, but to heaven, to- 
wards heaven, heavenwards ; as the flight of birds 
appears to the eye. 

Ver. 21. n»3n, Wallfische (whales), Luther, 
because the LXX. have x77, and the Vulgate 
ceti. But these words signify all great fishes, 
pisces cetacet. ‘The Hebrew word is used for all 
the beasts of the sea of the greater kind, as 
Psalm civ. 26; for the erocodile, Ezek. xxix. 3; 
xxxii. 2; also for great serpents. tn is the 
name for all creatures which move upon the 
belly; hence, the worm. It is applied, how- 
ever, sometimes to creatures that swim, and 
even to quadrupeds who do not go upright, like 
man. 

Ver. 22. 373 denotes here, as frequently, the 
‘propagation of the species, or the bestowment 
of the power to propagate the race; as ver. 28; 
Gen. xxiv. 60; Ps. exxviii. 3, 4. 

Ver. 24. A division of Jand-animals; (a) 
nena, the larger kind of tame, domestic ani- 
mals, when opposed to mn. (2) vn, the smaller 
kind of tame animals. (c) pawn the wild 
beast. 
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ARTICLE VI. 


OF THE CREATION AND ORIGINAL CONDITION 
OF MAN, 


SECTION LI. 


OF THE NATURE OF MAN, ESPECIALLY OF THE 
SOUL OF MAN, AND OF HIS DESTINATION. 


Wirn this subject it will be most convenient 
to commence this Article. After this, we shall 
consider the Mosaic account of the creation of 
man; then, his Lappy original condition, not only 
as described by the Bible and by Christian 
writers, but also by those who have not enjoyed 
the light of revelation; and lastly, the preserva- 
tion and propagation of the human race. 


I. The Nature of Man. 


1. Of how many parts does man consist? The 
holy scriptures, and even those of the Old Tes- 
tament, constantly teach that man consists of 
two parts, body and soul—e. o., Kecl. xii. 7, 
«The dust returns again to the earth, of which 
it is a part; the spzrit returns to God, who gave 
it;’? Matt. x. 28, ** Fear not those who kill the 
body, but cannot kill the sou/;’? &c. Nor can 
we suppress the conviction that there is within 
us a nature different from the body, and superior 
to it—an enlivening and quickening principle, 
through which we possess the power of feeling, 
thinking, willing, and acting. But notwith- 

- standing this conviction, there have always been 
different opinions with regard to the constituent 
parts of human nature. Some have maintained 
that either the soul or the body is the only es- 
sential part of man; while others have main- 
tained that he consists of three essential parts, 
body, soul, and spirit. "This opinion had its ori- 
gin in the cabalistic and Platonic philosophy. 
The cabalists divided the human soul into vip) 
(life, anima vegetiva), ny (the sensitive soul, 
anima sensitiva), and mova, (the rational soul, 
anima rationalis.) By this division, however, 
they did not mean to teach that there are three 
different substances, but three different powers of 
one substance. Plato, too, as appears from the 
history of philosophy, ascribed to man a two- 
fold or threefold soul, but neither did he pretend 
that man consists of three parts. Some modern 
philosophers, who have lived since the time of 
the schoolmen, have also adopted the opinion of 
the cabalists, and divide the soul into three parts ; 
while others defend the opinion that the soul is 
twofold, and divide the whole man into three 
parts. Butthey express themselves so obscurely 
and ambiguously that it is often doubtful whe- 
ther by these divisions they understand different 
stibstances, or only various powers of one and 
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the same substance. The Christian the ologians 
and philosophers who believe that man consists 
of three essential parts differing from each other, 
sometimes appeal to seripture in behalf of their 
opinion. They quote the texts, Luke, i. 46, 
47: °*My soul magnifies the Lord; my spirit 
rejoices in God,” &c. Is. xxvi. 9, and espe 
cially 1 Thess. v. 23, «That your spird and 
soul and body may be preserved blameless to the 
coming of Christ;” also Heb. iv. 12. The first 
who asserted this opinion in modern times was 
Theophrastus Paracelsus, who was followed by 
Jacob Boehmen, Weigel, and other theosophists; 
also by Andr. Riidiger in his Physica Divina. 
Luther likewise adopted this division, though 
it is very clear that he did not consider spirdt 
and soul as different substances, but only as 
different attributes and operations of the same 
spiritual essence. Respecting the texts of scrip- 
ture above cited, it may be remarked, (a) That 
in most of those cited, mvenua and Juy7 are sy- 
nonymous; as in Isaiah and Luke; also in Heb. 
iv. 12, where they may be rendered either life 
or soul, as the passage refers to death, or the 
separation of the soul or life from the body. 
(b) The passage in the epistle to the Thessalo- 
nians may be explained in two ways. As Paul 
evidently here writes in strong excitement, he 
may have heaped these words together, though 
they do not differ in meaning, in order to give 
his admonition more effect. So Augustine sup- 
posed, (De Anima, iv. 21.) But the probability 
is, that he meant to distinguish zvedua and Wwyz, 3 
not meaning, however, by any means, to imply 
that man consists of three essential parts; but 
only to distinguish zvevua and Jvy7y as tio 
different powers of one substance. This the 
Hebrews and Grecian Jews frequently did. 
By avedua and nn, they often meant, the supe- 
rior faculties of the soul, the reason ; and by Wwyx7 
and vp) the sensual part, which we possess in 
common with the brutes—the desires, Sinnlich- 
keit; Ps, exxxi. 2, seq. ~ Josephus says, Arch, 
i. 1., "Exaacev 5 @cds avSpertor, your azo 77S 
Y7S AGBdr, xao mAvEdWG tynxey abta xav yj. 
Philo and the New-Testament writers frequent- 
ly use Jvyy and Juyxds in this sense. Vide 
Jude, ver. 19. 

[Veie——The theory according to which man 
is divided into two parts is called dichotomy ; 
that by which he is divided into three parts, tri- 
chotomy. The latter of these, so rare at the pre- 
sent day, was the prevailing theory with the 
early fathers. Vide Tatian, Orat. ad Grecos, p. 
151, seq.; Ireneeus, Adv. Heres. v. 6, 7,9; Ori- 
gen, wept dpyor, ili.4; Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. 
c.1. It was indeed opposed by Tertullian, and 
other writers of the Western church; but it was 
still believed by many distinguished Christian 
teachers. Trichotomy is chargeable not only 
upon Paracelsus, Boehmen, Weigel, and other 
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theosophists, but also upon Spener, and other | who gave it,—1. e produced it in a different 


so-called Pietists of the seventeenth century. 
It seems to have been generally believed by 
those of a more deep and spiritual religion, and 
is at present the doctrine of the mare evangeli- 
eal part of the Lutheran church. Hahn gives 
the following scheme of the nature of man :— 


(6 %ow avSpanos) (6 te avSpertos) 
i 2 3 


Srrrir, (Geist, Tvetza) Sour, (oxi) Bony, (cia) 


Sommon both to man an 
brute, with the 


Peculiar to man, with 


(a) Reason (a) Under- same properties 
(b) Will standing as other matter, 
(c) Conscience (2) Desire and the exter- 


(c) Feeling nal senses, 


as principal attributes. 


Those who make this division must hold, ac- 
cordingly, that man has not only, in a higher 
degree, that same understanding, feeling, and 
desiring soul which is seen in brute creatures; 
but that he possesses also a nature different in 
%ind from theirs, and by which he is raised 
ubove them to the rank of a moral being.—Tr. ] 

2. The notion of sow/ is expressed in all the 
ancient Janguages by terms which originally 
signify wind, atr, breath. And from this fact 
we can learn what were the notions originally 
entertained respecting the soul. However ob- 
scure and indefinite they might have been in 
some respects, the soul was always conceived 
to be that invisible power or being from which 
the body derives its life and activity; and this 
may be sufficient for practical purposes. Now 
a man lives and moves only so long as he 
breathes. Breath is that mark of life which is 
most obvious to the senses. Hence such terms 
as literally signify breath, were naturally em- 
ployed to denote the life and the sowl of man. 
Thus the Hebrew words nn and anv, and the 
Greek words, Juy7j and mvevya, stand for the 
soul, Cf.s. 9, and especially s. 19, II. The 
word vip}, from v2, signifies primarily, spzracu- 
lum, anhelitus; next vila, as Ps. xlix. 9, 16; 
then animus, as Ps. xvi. 10; also what takes 
place in the soul, feelings, desires, &c, The 
same is true of the Latin word spiritus, and of 
the words animus and anima, both of which 
originally signify aura, flatus, halitus, and seem 
to he the same word as the Greek dveyos. 

3. The question respecting the internal nature 
and the quality of the human soul, is one of 
those difficult and obscure questions which can 
never be satisfactorily answered in this life. 
It cannot certainly be decided by anything in 
the Bible. The soul is there merely contrasted 
with the body (73). The latter, we are in- 
formed, will return to the earth from which God 
ereated it. while the former will return to God, 


way from the body, Edcles. xii. 7. This is 
said in plain allusion to the account, Gen. i, 
respecting which vide s. 52. So much is per- 
fectly evident that the Bible always distin 
guishes between soul and body as different 
substances, and ascribes to each peculiar pro- 
perties and operations; and this is in full accord- 
ance with the manner in which this subject was 
understood and represented in all the ancient 
world. 

We should mistake very much, however, if 
we should suppose that the ancient Israelites, 
merely because they distinguished widely be- 
tween soul and body, possessed those strict, 
metaphysical ideas of the spirituality or imma- 
tertality of the soul, which are prevalent in the 
modern schools of philosophy. Such ideas are 
by far too refined and transcendent to belong to 
that age; as also are the pure metaphysical 
ideas of the spirituality of God which now pre- 
vail. The whole ancient world, Jews and 
Greeks, (as likewise the savage nations of the 
present day,) supposed everything which moved 
to be animated by a sprit, and this spirit to bea 
substance, different indeed from grosser matter, 
but still somewhat corporeal—a subtle, material 
essence, like the wind, azr, or breath. This is 
proved by the ancient languages. Vide No. 2, 
and the remarks on the spirituality of God, s. 19, 
Il. See the remarks on this subject in the 
Progr. ‘Orig. opinionum de immortalitate 
animi apud nationes barbaras,”’ in Scripta Varii 
argumenti, No. iii. : 

From what has been said, it is evident, 

(a) That the Bible does in no way support, 
and indeed that it directly contradicts, that 
gross materialism which denies all substan- 
tiality to the soul, considering it a mere acci- 
dent of matter or of the body. Such an opinion 
respecting the soul was advocated among the 
Jews by the Sadducees, (Acts, xxiii. 8,) and 
among the Greek philosophers originally by 
Dicwarchus, who entirely denied the existence 
of the soul as a substance distinct from the 
body ; Cicero, Tusc.i.10. This same doctrine 
has been advocated, as is well known, in mo- 
dern times, by Hobbes, Toland, De la Mettrie, 
the author of the «Systeme de la Nature,’? and 
others. Indeed, an attempt was made, unsue- 
cessfully it need not be said, to reconcile this 
gross materialism with the holy scriptures, by 
William Coward, an English physician, in his 
«‘ Thoughts on the Soul,”? London, 1704. Priest- 
ley, too, made a vain attempt to prove from the 
Bible his ideas respecting the soul, which lead 
so decidedly to materialism. But from what 
has been said, it is equally evident, 

(b) That the Bible does not support the mo- 
dern, fine-spun, metaphysical theories respect 
ing the perfect spirituality and immateriality of 
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the soul. The notion of the ancient world re- 


specting spirit was by no means the same with ! 


that of our modern metaphysicians. And if the 
question of the perfect immateriality of the soul 
had been left to them, and theologians had stop- 
ped where the Bible does, and omitted these in- 
quiries, the object of which lies far beyond their 
sphere, they would have done wisely. ‘This 
doctrine respecting the immateriality of the soul, 
in the strict philosophical sense of the term, is 
of far less consequence to religion than is com- 
monly supposed. The reason why so much 
importance has been supposed to attach to this 
doctrine is, that it was considered as essential 
to the metaphysical proof of the immortality of 
the soul. But since the immateriality of the 
soul, in the strictest sense, can never be made 
fully and obviously certain, whatever philoso- 
phical arguments may be urged in its favour, 
the proof of immortality should not be built upon 
it. Nor were the fine-spun theories of immate- 
rialism ever resorted to by theologians to prove 
the immortality of the soul, or ascribed by them 
to the Bible, until Hobbes, Toland, De la Met- 
trie, and other materialists, had so perverted 
the doctrine of materialism as to deduce from it 
the destructibility of the soul, or its annihila- 
tion at the death of the body. But, in truth, 
the immortality of the soul does neither depend 
for proof upon its immateriality, nor can be cer- 
tainly deduced from it. It is possible for one 
to doubt whether the strict immateriality of the 
soul can be proved, and yet to be convinced of 
its immortality. The strongest advocates of im- 
materiality must allow that God might annihi- 
late a spirit, however simple its nature may be. 
Why, then, on the other hand, might he not 
make a substance not entirely simple immortal ? 
The immortality of the soul will be examined in 
Book II. s. 149; its origin will be investigated 
in this Article, s. 57. 


Il. The Destination of Man. 


The question, What is the destination of man? 
is equivalent to the inquiry, What am I, as a 
main? What have Tas a man to do and expect? 
Or, more definitely: WVhither lead those tenden- 
cies by which, without my own choice, I feel my- 
self impelled? What have Ito do, in conformity 
with those more deep and essential powers and ca- 
pacities of my nature which cannot be overlooked 
or effaced? and, When I have acted in conformity 
with them, what am I to expect 2 

A feeling of morality—the sentiment of an in- 
delible distinction between right and wrono— 
lies deep in the sonl of every man. There is a 
principle implanted in our very nature, by which 
we approve that disposition which corresponds 
to right, and disapprove that which is opposed 
to it. This regard for a moral law is deeply 
inwrought into the heart. Nor is there any- 
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thing more fundamental in our constitution than 
this; and we may presume that the good to 
which this our moral nature points us is the 
very highest good ; and it consists in moral per- 
fection, and that well-being which is connected 
with, and dependent upon, holiness. Increasing 
holiness, then, and the happiness connected with 
it, are the destination of man. Without moral 
excellence no one can be happy; and to seek 
for happiness without it is mean and base. This 
is the doctrine of the scriptures both of the Old 
and New Testament—e. g., Lev. xi. 44; xix. 
2; 1 Thess. iv. 3,7; 2 Cor. vii. 1; Heb. xii. 
10, 14, seq. In the creation of the world, God 
must have designed to impart to every creature 
that degree of perfection and of well-being cf 
which it should be susceptible. For the attain 
ment of this great end he employs the most suit- 
able means. This results inevitably from his 
wisdom ; vide s. 24, I. Now, since man is by 
far the noblest of all the living creatures who 
inhabit the earth, and possesses the most supe- 
rior powers, especially of an intellectual kind, 
he must have been created by God for a more 
exalted end, and with a higher destination, than 
that of other creatures. In consequence of the 
greater perfections with which he is endowed, 
he is capable of a higher degree of happiness, 
for the attainment of which he is incited to strive 
by the obligations arising from his moral nature. 

1. The destination of man zn this life embraces 
the following particulars :— 

(a) Man possesses the right and the power 
to make use of the other creatures of the earth 
for his own advantage. He is dominus in res 
creatas, Gen. i. 26, seq.; Psa. viii. This right 
he possesses by virtue of the rational and moral 
nature which God has given him. 

() As lord of the other creatures, man accom 
plishes the design of God, or his own destina- 
tion, when, together with his concern for his 
own welfare, he promotesin every possible way 
the comfort and welfare of all his fellow-crea- 
tures, and especially the happiness of his fel- 
low-men, with whom, according to the design 
of God, he stands in the closest and most inti- 
mate relation. Cf. Acts, xvii. 26. To this he 
is also obliged by the divine law, which, whe- 
ther externally revealed, or written on his heart, 
requires him to love his neighbour as himself. 

(c) God must have designed, in endowing 
man with such noble capacities and powers 
that he should cultivate and exercise them ali, 
and employ them for his own advantage and 
that of his fellow-creatures. The more diligent. 
ly and actively, then, we employ the powers 
with which we are gifted by God for the good 
of ourselves and others,—the more we seek to 
develop, cultivate, and by constant exercise to 
strengthen our moral, and indeed our whole nae 
ture, the more conformably shall we live to the 
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end for which we were made. Diligence, la- 
bour, and activity, are indispensably requisite to 
the fulfilment of our destination. Even the life 
of paradise is not described by Moses as idle 
and inactive. Man was there to be employed 
in ‘tilling the ground,” Gen. ii. 5,15. The 
improvement of all our powers and capacities is 
the end of our rational nature; and all the care 
and effort which we may now bestow upon the im- 
provement of our powers will prepare us richly 
for whatever we are to be or to do hereafter. 
To cultivate and improve our whole nature is 
the duty daily allotted us by God. 

(d) But man should be especially attentive to 
the improvement of his higher nature—his spi- 
rit. Man alone, of all the creatures on the 
earth, possesses the distinguishing excellence 
of a rational soul, and of freedom of will. This 
is all which gives his existence an absolute 
worth; this is that true inborn nobility which 
essentially raises him above the rank of all his 
fellow-creatures upon the earth. By the pro- 
per use of his reason, and of all the higher 
powers of his spirit, man becomes capable of 
a happiness of which no other creature on 
the earth is capable. This higher happiness 
is founded upon the knowledge of truth and 
moral good, and especially upon religion, or 
the knowledge and reverential love of God, of 
which man alone is capable, and which is the 
most powerful means of promoting holiness. 
Vide Introduction, s. 2. seq. Nowit isa law of 
reason, and so the design and will of God, who 
has given us our reason, that the moral powers 
and faculties of our nature should be developed 
and strengthened by exercise. Consequently, to 
exercise these powers—to do justly, and shew 
mercy, in all the circumstances in which we are 
placed—is the way for us to discharge our pre- 
sent duty, and to testify our love to God. And 
every instance in which we neglect to improve 
the opportunities afforded us of exercising and 
improving our moral powers is a failure in duty, 
which is always attended with hurtful conse- 
quences. 

The book of Ecclesiastes contains many ex- 
cellent rules for the accomplishment of our des- 
tination upon the earth, most of them in the form 
of proverbs; as ii. 24; iii. 12, seq.; v.17; ix. 9. 
They may be briefly expressed as follows :— 
Man is happy, and lives according to the end for 
which he was made, ‘when he wisely enjoys 
the present; when in the right way he seeks for 
peacefulness of soul, cheerfulness, and serenity 
of mind; when he fulfils his social duties ; when 
he loves and serves God, and is active and dili- 
gent in the employment of his powers; remem- 
bering that he does not exist merely for himself 
and for the sake of selfish enjoyment, but for the 
sake of benefiting others, as far as he is able.” 

g. The destination of man beyond the grave. 
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That man was not made for the present lide alone 
is a doctrine which, although by no means un 
known before the time of Christ, had not as yet 
been clearly and distinctly revealed. But Christ 
and his apostles inculcated this encouraging and 
consoling truth with great earnestness, and made 
it the basis of all their exhortations. Vide 2 
Cor. iv. 18; Phil. iii. 20; Col. iii. 1—4. It may 
be adopted as a first principle, that the right en- 
joyment and the proper use of the present life is 
the best preparation for happiness in the life to 
come; and, on the other hand, constant and ear- 
nest effort to prepare for happiness in the fulwre 
world is the best way to be happy here. Cf. 1 
John, ili. 2, seq. In order that we may be pre- 
pared for future happiness, and capable of en- 
joying it, we must be Aoly. * Without holiness 
no man can see the Lord,’’ Heb. xii. 14. And 
the greater the advances we make in holiness, 
knowledge, and the practice of known truth in 
the present life, the greater will be our happiness 
in the life to come. There is, and must be, a 
close and unalterable connexion between our 
holiness here and our happiness hereafter. 
Note.—From these observations, which we 
think just and scriptural, we conclude that man 
is placed in the present life, principally, indeed, 
to prepare for the next, but not solely for this 
purpose. And he, it must be allowed, fails of 
fulfilling the whole end of his being, who forgets 
the present in the hope of the future, or who la- 
bours in such a way to prepare for the life to 
come as to render himself inactive and useless 
in this. Future blessedness is only the conti- 
nuation and perfection of that which begins here. 
And we must now begin to be active, holy, ana 
happy, that we may continue to be so in a more 
perfect manner hereafter. The present is the 
time to sow; the harvest will come in the future 
world. He therefore who does not sow here 
cannot expect to reap beyond the grave. It is 
a part of the end of our being to be happy even 
in the present life, however inferior may be the 
happiness we can obtain here to that which we 
hope for in heaven. Our life upon the earth is 
an end as wellas a means. And if we earnestly 
seek to do the will of God, the present life, even 
in itself considered, is not worthless, though its 
value is infinitely raised by the certainty of a 
future life. In regard to the proper use of the 
time now allotted us, we have a pattern in the 
example of those pious men who are recom- 
mended in the Bible for our imitation; and espe- 
cially in the example of Jesus, which, even in 
this respect, is the most perfect of all. These 
hints on the destination of man are carried oat 
in Spalding’s «* Bestimmung des Menschen;” 
Leipzig, 1794; and in the Essay of Tollner, 
“Ist das gegenwartige Leben nur eine Pri 
fungszeit?”? in his “ Theologishen Untersue 
chungen,”’ th. i. s. 402, f. Cicero, in his Book, 
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‘6 De fini’us bonorum et malorum,” states the 
theories of the various schools among the Greeks 
respecting the summum bonum, or the finis bono- 
rum. Seneca calls the destination of a thing, 
or of a man, finds nature sux, swum eujusque 
(rei sive hominis) bonum. To attain or fulfil 
one’s destiny, he calls, ad finem nature sux per- 
venire. sive, altingere finem nature sux, Ep. 76. 


; SECTION LII. 


OF THE MOSAIC ACCOUNT OF THE ORIGIN OF THE 
HUMAN RACE. 


I. General Remarks. 


Mosr nations have some ancient traditions re- 
specting the origin of the human race, which, 
however, differ widely from each other. Many 
of the heathen nations believed that their fore- 
fathers, or the human race, sprung originally 
either from the earth, rocks, trees, eggs, teeth, 
or other inanimate things, or that they were 
produced by wild beasts. Vide the passages 
cited in Meiners’ «« Geschichte der Menschheit,”’ 
8. 245. There were comparatively few of the 
ancient heathen nations who supposed that the 
human race, or particular nations, were derived 
from gods, heroes, or giants; and even these 
differed very much from one another in their ae- 
counts ; some supposing that the first men were 
vrought forth in the way of natural generation 
py these superior beings; and others, that they 
were only formed by the gods from some inani- 
mate material, earth, stones, &c., and then en- 
dowed with life. 

In the first and second chapters of Genesis, 
Moses has preserved the ancient traditions of 
the Hebrew nation with respect to the origin of 
man. ‘These traditions are substantially the 
same with those of other oriental nations, and 
they are uniformly followed by the other sacred 
writers. As here recorded by Moses, they 
breathe the very spirit of the ancient world, al- 
though they exhibit more truth, completeness, 
and connexion, than are found in the traditions 
and fables of other nations respecting the origin 
of our race. 

According to the Mosaic account, the whole 
human race is derived from one stock, as Paul 
expresses it, & Evds aluaros may EQvos dvSpaztor, 
Acts, xvii, 26. The first man, Adam, was 
formed from the earth, Gen. ii. and iii.; Eccles. 
xii. 7; 1 Cor. xv. 47; 5 mparos dwSpertos ex YNS 
zoixds. Eve was formed afterwards, and from 
Adam, Genesis, ii. 18, seq.; 1 Cor. xi. 8, yun 
i Gadpos. Some modern investigators of nature 
have supposed that the distinction found between 
the races of men cannot be accounted for on the 
supposition that they all have proceeded from 
one stock. They have conjectured, accordingly, 
that many different pairs of men were originally 
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made. That climate, manner of life, means of 
subsistence, &c., could have yzoduced all the 
variety which is perceived among the differen 
races of men is what they will not allow. Bu 
others affirm that all the arguments adduced is 
support of this hypothesis are unsatisfactory. 
and contend, with strong reasons, for a contrary 
opinion. Among these is Forster. Cf. his 
«‘ Bemerkungen auf seinen Reise um die Welt,” 
s. 226—254; Berlin, 1783. Also Kant, Ueber 
die verschiedenen Racen der Menschen; Ko- 
nigsberg, 1775, 4to; Blumenbach, De generis 
humani varietate nativa; Gottinge, 1776, 8vo. 
Other nations beside the Hebrews have believed 
that the human race descended from one original 
pair. Nor is it necessary to suppose that they 
derived their belief on this point from the ac- 
count of Moses. The supposition that the whole 
human race has descended from one pair might 
naturally arise from various circumstances— 
from the gradual peopling of countries round 
about—from the old family tradition, that for- 
merly the number of the human race was com- 
paratively small—and from the observation of 
the large and rapid increase of single families. 
Besides, these other nations might have derived 
much of what they believed respeeting the or- 
gin of man by direct oral tradition from the 
earliest times. 

[Wote-—The question so much diseussed 
among anthropologists respecting the different 
races of men, and their descent from one ori- 
ginal pair, is of very considerable interest both 
to the theologian and the philanthropist. + It has 
an essential bearing upon the doetrines of in- 
herited corruption, and of the atonement. But 
its most important bearing is upon our duty to 
a very numerous race, who have long been ex 
cluded from the rights and privileges of frater- 
nity in the human family. Lactantius has well 
said, (Div. Inst. v. 10,) Si ab uno homine, quem 
Deus finxit, omnes orimur,.cerie CONSANGUINEI 
sumus; et tdeo maximum scelus putandum est, 
odisse hominem VEL NoCENTEM. And this prac- 
tical influence of-the Christian doctrine of the 
consanguinity of all nations may be seen in the 
extensive abolition of negro slavery by Chris- 
tian nations. 

It deserves to be noticed that this scriptural 
doctrine, which is so connected with the highest 
interests of humanity, has been successfully vin 
dicated on the ground of physiology against the 
ingenious and plausible attacks of those who 
make equal opposition to the Christian scriptures 
and to African freedom. In addition to the 
works recommended by our author, we may 
mention that of H. F. Link, « Die Urwelt und 
das Alterthum;” Berlin, 1821. There is one 
physiological argument, which, it would seem, 
must be conclusive against the supposition that 
the negro belongs wholly to@ lifferent kind from 
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the white—viz., the offspring of the mixture of’ 


different genera cannot propagate their own spe- 
cies. We know this is not the case with regard 
to the children which are born from the min- 
gling of the white and negro races. ‘The essen- 
tial characteristic marks of the human kind are 
the rational and moral powers with which man 
is endowed ; and those in whom we can find the 
least traces of these are to be regarded by us 
as brethren, bearing with us something of the 
image of God, however low the degree in which 
they may possess these powers, and however 
widely they may differ from us in the incidental 
circumsiances of colour, feature, and tempera- 
ment.—Tr, ] 

We must here notice the opinion that men 
existed before Adam, who is spoken of in the 
Mosaic account. The belief in Preadamites 
has been embraced for various reasons; partly 
to escape some supposed natural difficulties of 
the kind just mentioned, partly in support of 
various. theological and historical hypotheses, 
and sometimes for both reasons united. Most 
of those who have entertained this opinion, 
however different their views respecting the 
Preadamites themselves, have appealed to 
Moses and other sacred writers for support, or 
at least have endeavoured to shew that they be- 
lieved in nothing inconsistent with the scriptural 
account. But they evidently do the greatest 
violence to the passages which they cite. The 
plain, scriptural representation is that which we 
have given. This hypothesis was first raised to 
notice by Isaac Peyrere, who in 1655 published 
his book styled «« Preadamitz.’’ He pretended 
to find his Preadamites in Rom. v. 12—14. The 
heathen, according to him, are the Preadamites, 
being, as he supposed, created on the same day 
with the beasts, and those whose creation is 
mentioned in the first chapter of Genesis. Adam, 
the father of the Jews, was not created until a 
century later, and is the one who is mentioned 
in the second chapter. Cf. the works cited by 
Morus, p. 95, s. 1, note 1. Since the time of 
Peyrere, this hypothesis has been exhibited more 
connectedly; and has been asserted independ- 
ently of the authority of Moses; or, in other 
words, it has been asserted that the human race 
is older than Moses represents it. Vide Irwing, 
‘‘ Versuche tiber den Ursprung der Erkenntniss 
der Wahrheit und der Wissenschaften ;”’ Ber- 
lin, 1781, 8vo. Cf. Brun, « Vergleichung der 
griechischen und rémischen Nachrichten von 
dem Altesten Zustande der Menschen mit den 
hebriischen,” in Gabler’s «“Theologischen 
Journal,” b. v. st. 1, s. 50. u. f. 


Il. The Mosaic Account. 


There are two accounts of the creation of man 
recorded by Moses. The first is very brief, 
given in general terms, in connexion with the 
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history of the creation of the world, on the sixth 
day of which man was formed, Gen. i. 26—30, 
The second account is more full, and stands by 
itself, Gen. ii. 4, seq. In this second account, 
the creation of the world and the state of the 
earth before man was placed upon it, are again 
cursorily mentioned, while in ver. 7 the creation 
of man himself is more fully detailed. It is not 
improbable that in the composition of these first 
chapters of Genesis, Moses may have had be- * 
fore him some written records handed down 
from the patriarchal age, and he may perhaps | 
have inserted them, word for word, in his own 
history. Vide s. 49, I. According to this sup- 
position, we have here inserted one of these ori- 
ginal records, extending from Gen. ii. 4 to iii. 
24, and forming a complete whole, which is se- 
parated from what precedes by the appropriate 
title, ** This is the history of the heavens and 
the earth,”’ ver. 4. What favours the supposi- 
tion that Moses drew from written records in 
composing the first part of Genesis, and that he 
even preserved them in the very language in 
which they were written, is the fact, that in 
each of these distinct fragments the Supreme 
Being is uniformly designated by a different 
title,—in one, by the name omy, in another, by 
the name mm, and in a third, by the combined 
name oyibx mm. This was first observed by 
Astrtic and Michaelis, and is often made use of 
by Eichhorn in his * Urgeschichte.” Cf. s. 49, 
and the works of Herder, Eichhorn, Gabler, 
Paulus, Ilgen, Vater, and others. But Hich- 
horn and Ilgen have spoken with far too much 
confidence respecting the sources from which 
Moses drew. ‘The subject is not so well under- 
stood as to allow of so much confidence. Vide 
K6ppen, Die Bibel ein Werk der gottlichen 
Weisheit, th. ii. s. 456, 2te Ausg. ‘These ac- 
counts must now be separately considered. 
Vide Morus, p. 96, s. 4. 

1. Observations on the first account, Ge resis, 
i. 26—30. 

Here, and in other parts of the history of the 
creation, God is said to speak. ‘This is a repre- 
sentation by which the exertion of the divine 
will, or the determination of God, is intelligibly 
expressed, and corresponds with the whole pic- 
torial nature of the account. Cf. Genesis, vi. 
5; xi. 6,7. After the production of so many 
creatures of the earth, God at length created 
man, the noblest and most excellent of them 
all—the lord of the lower creation. 

pik, in the first chapter, is not a proper, but a 
collective noun—man. We might suppose, from 
this passage, if the account in the second chap- 
ter were not more explicit, that the first human 
pair were created at the same time. The words, 
yma wnds3, should not be distinguished as 
they have sometimes been. The two words 
thus collocated signify, an exact or a very similar 
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image; as chap. v. 1, 3. The primary sig- 
nification of nds is, a shadow, as Psalm xxxix. 
7; then, a shadowy image, a likeness. In what 
this divine likeness consists,—whether simply 
in the dominion over the rest of the creation, 
mentioned immediately after, or in the posses- 
sion of higher faculties, will be investigated, s. 
53. The dominion of man over animals here 
spoken of denotes merely his right to use and 
employ them for his own advantage. The 
phrase, God blessed them, (ver. 28,) is to be un- 
derstood as above, in ver. 22; he gave them 
fruilfulness, the power to propagate their species. 
The fruits of the tree and of the field, and not 
the flesh of animals, constituted the original food 
of man as well as of beast. Vide ver. 29, 30, 
where it is said that God gave to them the pro- 
duce of the earth for food. Cf. ii. 16. Many 
reasons may be given for this. Had it not been 
so, there would have been ground to apprehend 
that man might have destroyed whole species 
of animals, while they were yet few in number, 
&c. Vide Michaelis, in loc. The fact that 
man at first fed upon fruits and herbs is con- 
firmed by the traditions of other ancient nations. 
They uniformly represent the practice of taking 
the life and shedding the blood of living crea- 
tures as a cruel and frightful practice, which 
could not have existed in paradise, or in the 
golden age of the youthful world, when univer- 
sal friendship and happy concord reigned among 
the creatures of God. Hence, in the prophetic de- 
scriptions of that happy age which should again 
return to the world, it is expressly said that one 
beast shall not destroy another ; ‘+ the lion shall 
eat straw like the ox,” Isa. xi. 7, coll. ver. 6— 
9. The same trait recurs in the description 
which the Greeks give of the Saturnian age. 
Vide Plutarch, wept capxopayvas. Ovid, too, de- 
scribes the vetus awrea xtas as happy fatibus 
arborets et herbis ; nec polluit ora cruore, Met. xv. 
96, seq. Vide Clerici Comment. in Genesin. 
We find, therefore, no intimation that beasts 
were slain until after man had forfeited paradise, 
Genesis, iii, 21. Shortly after, they appear to 
have been offered by men in sacrifice to God, 
Gen. iv. 4. Noah was the first who received 
a distinct command to use flesh as well as vege- 
tables for his sustenance, Gen. ix. 3. And it is 
in general true, that rade nations eat for a long 
time only herbs and fruits, and come slowly 
into the use of animals for food, even after they 
have been in the habit of slaying them, and 
using their skins for clothing. This can be 
easily accounted for, when we consider that ani- 
mal food, as then prepared, before fire and salt 
eame into common use, must have been ex- 
tremely coarse and disgusting, We gather from 
Homer, that the use of salt on flesh could not 
have been very common in his day, since he 
always gives it the epithet divine, and describes 
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it as a gift of the gods. The Caribeans at the 
present day eat flesh without salt. 

2. Observations on the second account, Genesis, 
ii. 4— 24. 

(a) After the mention, in ver. 5, 6, of the 
means of subsistence which God had provided 
for man from the vegetable kingdom, the writer 
passes now, in ver. 7, to the creation of man 
himself. «+ God formed man from the dust of 
the earth,’ nowy 1y—a very natural idea, 
readily suggested by analogy, and in itself pro- 
bable. The decay of man, and the mouldering 
of his body to dust and earth, gave rise to the 
phrase, to become dust and earth. And so dust 
and earth were naturally regarded as the ele- 
ments of the human body; and to describe death. 
they said, sy a1 75y, fo return to the dust, from 
which we were taken; Psalm civ. 29; Genesis, 
iii. 193-Job, x. 9; Eccles. xi. 7... Cf. Job; 
xxxili. 6. The body of the first man, which 
God had formed from the earth, was entirely 
finished before it was endowed with life. Hera 
again the description is rendered natural and 
probable from the analogy of the human body 
when first deprived of life. The form and 
structure remain complete after life has depart 
ed; and the body moulders slowly into dust and 
clay. Thus, on the other hand, the body first 
was formed under the plastic hand of the Artist; 
and the breath of life was not imbreathed until 
it was finished. In these two respects there is 
a great resemblance between this account and 
the Grecian fable of Prometheus, who first 
formed a man from earth and water, and after- 
wards endowed it with life through the coope- 
ration of the Deity. Vide Ovid, Met. i. 82. 

The on is here not only the common appel- 
lative for man, but also the proper distinguish- 
ing name of the first man. The first man is 
called, by way of eminence, the man. The 
word is not derived from nx, red, (supposed by 
some to refer to the red colour of the counte- 
nance, or to the red earth, from which man was 
formed, as the Rabbins and Josephus (Antiq. i. 
1) suggest.) It is rather derived from mony, the 
earth, and so describes man as earthborn, ynyerns. 
Plato says, in his Politicus, Ex ys yap dveBudo- 
xOVTO MAVTES. 

‘« And he breathed into his nostrils the breath 
of life,” on nova yeNa nay. God vivified the pre- 
viously lifeless body of man. Breath is the most 
obvious and certain indication of life, and breath- 
ing is performed principally through the nose; 
and hence this whole figurative representation 
When God gives life to his creatures he is saic 
to breath out his breath, or to breathe it into them 
When he causes them to die, he is said to tak. 
away their breath; as Ps. civ. 29, 30. 

Nothing is expressly said in this passage re- 
specting the rational soul, its indivisibility, and 
immortality. That only which is obvious, and 
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perceptible by the external senses, is here de- 
scribed; as it is in general the object of Moses 
in this passage to describe the origin of the 
world only as far as it falls under the cogni- 
zance of the senses. Cf. the remarks on nn, s. 
51,1. mn wp), is, a living creature, or being. 

(5) In ver. 9, and ver. 16, 17, the writer 
speaks of the means of subsistence appointed 
for man, from the vegetable kingdom, (Vide No. 
I.,) and particularly the tree of life, and the tree 
of knowledge of good and evil, or of the distinc- 
tion of good and evil; which were found in the 
midst of the garden, (29 713.) They are men- 
tioned here to prepare the way for what follows 
in the third chapter. Trees of life denote with 
the Hebrews such trees as possess a healing, 
life-giving power, arbores salutares, whether the 
virtue belongs to the fruit, leaf, bark, or root; 
as Prov. iii. 18. We say, officinal herbs or trees. 
The design of the tree of life was, to perpetuate 
human life, Gen. iii.22. While man continued 
in paradise, his body was endued with immor- 
tality, which, however, was not effected in an 
mmediate and miraculous way, but by a natural 
means, divinely appointed—viz., the fruit of a 
tree, in partaking of which human life might be 
prolonged. Hence the tree of life is described 
as planted in heaven, the abode of immortality, 
Rey. xxii. 2; ii. 7. The Greeks, too, speak of 
food of which no mortal can taste, and which 
the zmmortals alone enjoy. Homer, Odys. v. 
MTL OOS Ul, xix. SO, o0~ 

The description which Moses gives of the 
tree of life would naturally lead to the conclusion 
that the other tree which stood opposite was a 
hurtful, poisonous tree, destructive of life; and 
this is confirmed from ver. 17, «The day thou 
eatest of it thou shalt die.” Cf. chap. iii. This 
account too, as well as those which have pre- 
ceded it, is very probable and natural. There 
are injurious plants and poisonous trees by which 
we are made sick and destroyed ; there are also 
useful trees, which impart health and prolong 
life. Such trees there were in the age of para- 
dise, conferring perpetual health and immor- 
tality ; and also a single poisonous tree, placed 
in the garden for the trial of man. Cf. Gen. iii. 
3. But why is it called the tree of the know- 
ledge of good and evil? Because by means of 
this tree man was to learn prudence, to be made 
cautious and circumspect; and because it was 
intended to put his wisdom to the test. Cf. 
Morus, p. 97, s. 6. If he did not eat of the 
tree it would be well for him, and he would act 
wisely and circumspectly ; if he ate of the fruit 
of the tree, it would be to his hurt; and by the 
evil he would suffer he would become wise, and 
learn in future to be more circumspect; he would 
then know from his experience the unhappy 
consequences resulting from transgression of 
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the divine command. Cf. Gen iii. 22. The 
phrase, to know, or to distinguish goud and evil, 
(or, as Horace expresses it, ewrvo posse dignos 
scere rectum, Ep. ii. 2, 44,) always signifies in 
the ancient languages to be or become wise, to 
acquire judgment. So frequently in Homer—e. 
g., Odys. xviii. 227, 228; xx. 309,310. Cf, 
Book ii. s. 75. 

(¢) In ver. 19, 20, we have the following 
points—viz., 

(a) Adam lived at first among the beasts; and» 
they were, so to speak, brought before him by 
God. They were more nearly related to him 
than any other part of the material creation by 
which he was surrounded. He had more in 
common with them than with inanimate things. 
In paradise the beasts were not timid and wild, 
but lived with man in familiarity and confidence. 
Cf. Isaiah, xi. 6—9. Nor is this representation 
of the original state of man confined to the Jews; : 
itis found among other nations, and is more- 
over confirmed to our present observation. We 
find even now, that in regions entirely uninha- 
bited by man, and where his persecutions have 
never been felt by beasts and birds, they are 
tame and unsuspicious, though elsewhere known 
as wild and timid. Cook describes the tropical 
birds which he saw in the uninhabited islands 
of the South Sea—the man of war, and other 
birds which are commonly very shy—as so 
tame that they could be caught by the hand. 
When the traveller passes through the wilds of 
South America, which are seldom trodden by 
human footsteps, he is not. shunned by the most 
timid birds, and ean catch even partridges as he 
passes along by a mere noose fastened upon the 
end of a stick. Cf. the work, ‘Zur Kunde 
fremder Lander und VOolker,”’ b. ii. s. 152, ex- 
tracted from the ‘ Lettres Edifiantes.”’ 

(8 As man was conversant with the animals 
about him, and was soon able to distinguish 
them one from another, he gave them names, 
which appear to have been the sounds by which 
he called them around him, and sometimes in 
imitation of the sounds which they themselves 
made. In this way it is easy to account for the 
transition of man from his origina! speechless- 
ness to the first use of lancuage. We notice 
the same process in children. Plato observes, » 
very justly, in his Politicus, «that in the Satur 
nian age men were very familiar with animals, 
and even conversed with them, (as appears in 
Gen. iii., and as is seen in children ;)) and that in 
this intercourse they learned much wisdom ; and 
by giving attention to their nature and habitudes 
saw much which they could turn to their own 
advantage.” Hence the great influence which 
the fables of Alsop had in ancient times, and the 
deep impression which they still make upon 
children. 
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(y) But although every animal had its mate, 
man did not find among them all a companion 
for himself. His innate propensity to the social 
and conjugal state was thus more strongly ex- 
cited ; ver. 18,20, ad finem. ‘“ Man only,” it is 
said, ‘had not as yet 1729 Wy.” ty signifies, 
properly, an assvstant, companion; as Ezekiel, 
xii. 14. i392 is rendered by Luther, die wm thn 
wdre; in English version, meet for him ; Sept. 
xav adroy and Gmovos atta. 

* (d) Creation of the wife of Adam, ver. 21—24. 

This passage has greatly perplexed com- 
mentators, who have undertaken to reconcile it 
with the notions of modern times, with which 
it does not at all agree. Eichhorn (p. 182, 183 
of the work above cited) explains it in this 
way—* Adam and his wife were created at the 
same time, but at first lived apart. The conju- 
gal impulse of Adam was excited; he fell into 
asleep, and dreamed that he was divided into 
halves. When he awoke, Eve stood before 
him.’? The same explanation in substance is 
given by Zacharia, in his Bib. Theol. th. ii. s. 
120. But what unprejudiced reader can see any 
foundation for all this in the Mosaic account? 
Moses evidently teaches that Eve was created 
after Adam, and taken by God from Adam ; and 
Paul says, «Adam was first formed, and then 
Eve,”’ 1 Tim. ii. 13. For this part of the Mo- 
saic narrative, as well as for the former parts, 
there is some analogy, which, however, must be 
more evident to the orientalist than to us, since 
the subserviency of the woman to the man is 
more acknowledged in the East than in the 
West. ~The orientalist believes the woman to 
be indeed of hs own nature, but still secondary 
and subject to him; though this place by no 
means teaches her subjection as a slave, as 
afterwards, when the age of paradise was over, 
Gen. iii. 16—a supposition inconsistent with 
the idea of the golden age. Now, because the 
woman is of the same nature as man, she is de- 
scribed as taken from him. Hence the deep 
love he feels for her, and the intimate union be- 
tween man and wife. Hence, too, (viz., from 
the fact that she was taken from him,) the supe- 
riority of the man over the woman. That this 
explanation is entirely in the spirit of the Bible 
is clear from the argument which Paul deduces 
from this place—* For the man is not of the wo- 
man; but the woman of the man. Neither was 
the man created for the woman; but the woman 
for the man,” 1 Cor. xi. 8,9. This truth, then, 
that husband and wife stand in the closest con- 
nexion with each other, while still the wife is 
necessarily dependent upon her husband, could 
not be made more intelligible and impressive 
than by the account here given, which repre- 
sents the woman as created after man, taken 
from him, and made out of his séde. yy in this 
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place does not signify rib, but side, half, as com- 
monly in Hebrew and Arabic—e. g., Exod. 
XXvi. 26, 27, 35, seq. Sept, axevpa—*s The place 
was closed up with flesh’”’—i. e., the body was 
healed and made whole. As pain was not known 
in paradise, it was necessary that Adam ‘should 
be put into a deep sleep (ver. 21) while all this 
took place—in such a way, however, as to al- 
low him an obscure consciousness of what was 
done, (ver. 23.) Itis frequently the case, when 
something befals us in sleep which makes a 
deep impression on the senses, that, without 
waking at the time, we have a sort of percep- 
tion, which we obScurely recollect when after- 
wards awake. oyzn nr, this time. * Now I 
see at last a being like myself, one of my own 
species,” referring to ver. 20, ad finem. Adam 
now gives to his companion a name, as he had 
formerly done to the beasts—viz., nex (like the 
vira of the ancient Latins,) because she was 
forméd from man, (2s.) When afterwards 
she had borne a child, he called her name mn, 
because she then became the mother of the human 
race, (1-73 D8 ;) Gen. iii. 20. In ver. 24, it is 
not Adam who speaks; for he knew nothing as 
yet about father and mother. The historian 
here deduces a practical inference from what 
had been said. In Matt. xix. 5, where 7 ypap7 
is to be supplied before fs, this passage is 
cited: «* The relation between husband and wife 
is the most intimate which can exist, and, ac- 
cording to the design of God, indissoluble. It 
is more irrefragable than the relation between 
parents and children; whence (so Christ con- 
cludes) to separate from one’s wife is a crime 
of worse desert than to renounce father and mo- 
ther.’ The particular truths and inferences to 
be drawn from the whole Mosaic narrative are 
well exhibited by Morus, p. 96—98, s. 4—8. 
Cf. Matt. xix.; 1 Cor. xi. When it is said they 
shall be one flesh, it means, they shall be regarded 
as one body, one person. 

Note.—The first abode of men is commonly 
called paradise, xapadetcos, (cf. Morus, p. 96, s. 
4,n.1,) because the LXX. thus translate the 
Hebrew }3, which is used in ver. 8 of this narra- 
tive, and in other parts of the Bible, and are fol- 
lowed in this by the Latin versions. The word 
is of Persian origin, (in the Hebrew form 
D772,) and signifies, in Ecel. ii. 5, and in other 
texts where it occurs, not any small garden, but 
a large portion of land, @ park, furnished with 
trees, and wild beasts, and water, for the pur- 
poses of hunting and fishing ; as Xenophon de- 
scribes it, con. iv. 13. The name of paradise 
was afterwards given to the abode of the bless- 
ed; but the original abode of man was called 
by this name, by way of eminence, after the 
example of the LXX., by Sirach, Josephus, 
Philo and other Grecian Jews. 
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‘The description of the garden is given, Gen. 
ii. 8—15. Eden was not the name of paradise 
itself, but paradise was a spot in the extensive 
territorv of Eden. Vide ver. 8, coll. ver. 10, 
If the situation of the territory of Eden is to be 
determined by the names of the four rivers mens 
tioned in the Mosaic account, and if by these ri- 
vers we are to understand those to which the same 
names were anciently given, and some of which 
retain them to the present day, we may fix upon 
the region where Armenia, Ghilan, Dailem, and 
Chorasan now lie. T'here are no means, how- 
ever, by which we can determine the particular 
spot in this region where the garden of delights 
was situated. Edenthen comprehended all the 
countries which extend from Euphrates (np) 
and Tigris (9p1n) to Aras or Araxes, (yD, 
which rises in Armenia and flows into the Cas- 
pian Sea,) and Oxus (}73), on the east of the 
Caspian. 

The fables and traditions of the Asiatic na- 
tions agree very generally in placing the first 
habitation of men, and the cradle of the human 
race, in the neighbourhood of Caucasus and the 
Caspian sea, and the valleys which extend side- 
ways from Caucasus, though they differ very 
much in assigning more definitely the particular 
spot where man first dwelt. Vide Zimmerman, 
Geographische Geschichte des Menschen, band 
iii. s. 250, and Meiners, Geschichte der Mensch- 
heit, s. 7. Some learned men, however, re- 
lying upon other Asiatic traditions, not in the 
least supported by the Bible, suppose that the 
earth was first peopled from Southern Asia; and 
so they fix upon other rivers more favourable to 
their hypotheses than those before mentioned, 
to water their territory of Eden, although they 
nearly all allow the river Euphrates to be one 
intended. Buttman sided with these in his 
« Aeltesten Erdkunde des Morgenlinders ;” 
Berlin, 1803, 8vo. In this work he represents, as 
is common at the present time, the whole nar- 
rative of Moses as fabulous. He endeavours to 
render it probable that the whole territory ex- 
tending from the Persian Gulf eastwards to the 
Peninsula of Malacca, was the region intended 
by Eden; that the Ganges was one of the four 
rivers, and that these original habitations were 
afterwards placed by the Hebrews more in their 
own vicinity. Among the older works on this 
subject, cf. Reland, De situ paradisi, in his 
«Diss. Miscell.” t. i. Bochart, Geog. Sacra, 
and Michaelis, Spiceleg. t. ii. In the seven- 
teenth century, Olaus Rudbeck, a Swede, wrote 
a book called « Atlantica,” in which he placed 
paradise in Sweden. Inthe nineteenth century, 
Dr. Hasse, in his «« Entdeckung im Felde der 


jiltesten Erd-und Menschengeschichte,”’ endea- | 


voured to prive that Eden was the north of Eu- 
rope, ana that paradise was Prussia. 
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SECTION LIII. 


OF THE IMAGE OF GOD IN WHICH MAN Wag 
CREATED, 


I. History of opinions respecting the Image of 
God. 


No one doubts that the image of God denotes 
in general a likeness of God, (s. 52.) But the 
opinions of theologians have always been differ- 
ent respecting the particular points of resem- 
blance which Moses intended to express by this 
phrase. And this is not strange, since Moses 
does not explain what he means by it, and it is 
used in very different significations in the Bible; 
which is a fact that has not been sufficiently 
noticed. ‘The common opinion is, that this 
phrase denotes certain excellences which man 
originally possessed, but which he Jost, in part 
at least, by the fall. The principal texts which 
are cited in behalf of this opinion are, Gen. i. 
26, coll. ii. 15, seq.; and from the New Testa- 
ment, Col. iii. 10, coll. Ephes. iv. 24, where a 
renewal after the image of God is mentioned; 
which is understood to mean a restoration of this 
image, implying that man must have Jost it; also 
2 Cor. xi. 3. Against this common opinion it 
may he objected, that the image of God is de- 
scribed in many passages as existing after the 
fall, and as still discoverable in men; as Gen. 
ix. 6, ** Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man 
shall his blood be shed, for in the image of God 
made he man;” also James, iii. 9, «*« With the 
tongue we curse men, who are made after the si- 
militude of God; also 1 Cor. xi. 6.7, dynp— 
eizdv—Oz0d tdpywy. Here also belongs the 
passage often cited in behalf of the opposite opi- 
nion, Gen. v. 1—3, where it is said, that Gos 
created man in his own image; and that Adam 
begot a son in his own likeness, and after his 
image; from which it must appear, that Seth, 
being made in the likeness of Adam, must have 
had the same image of God, whatever it was, 
which Adam possessed. ‘This phrase, then, 
evidently, is not always used in the same sens 
in the Bible. And the fault of interpreters ana 
theologians has been, that they have overlooks 
the different meanings In which this phrase 18 
used, and have selected one only, wnich trey 
have endeavoured to elicit from aii the tex1s in 
which the phrase occurs. 

As to the question, in Wuat consists that ex- 
cellence of man, denoted py the phrase, the 
image of God, we find, 

1. Even the oldest Christian writers, the ec- 
clesiastical fathers, were very much divided. 
This is acknowledged by Gregory of Nyssa, in 
an Essay devoted to this subject. Theodoret 
confesses, that he is not able to determine ex- 
actly in what this image consisted, Quest. xx. 
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in Genesin. Epiphanius thinks that the thing 
cannot be determined, Heres. 30. Tertullian 
placed it in the innate powers and faculties of the 
hurnan soul, especially in the freedom of choice 
between good and evil, Adv. Mare. ii. 5, 6. 
Philo placed it in the vows, the rational soul, and 
associated with this phrase his Platonic notions 
respecting the original deas in the divine mind 
(adyos), of which the visible man is a copy, De 
Opif. Mundi. The human race, according to 
him, is indeed degenerate, but yet has traces of 
its relationship with the Father of all; for zas 
Spanos xara piv tyy Sedvovay oxevarar Oevg 
NOY as TAS Maxaplas PvdEws ExparyElov, 7 AndomaoHE, 
n dnovyaoua ysyovws. Origen, (Iept dpyar, 
iii. 6,) Gregory of Nyssa, and Leo the Great, 
were of the same general opinion on this sub- 
ject as Tertullian. According to these ecclesi- 
astical fathers, this image of God consists prin- 
cipally in the rectitude and freedom of the will, 
and in the due subordination of the inferior 
powers of the soul to the superior. The im- 
mortality of the body is also included by Leo 
and many others. (Epiphanius blames Origen 
for teaching, that Adam lost the image of God, 
which, he says, the Bible does not affirm.) He 
knows and believes, * quod in cunctis hominibus 
timago Det permaneat,” Ep. ad Joannem, in 
Opp. Hieronymi, t.i. Most of the Grecian and 
Latin fathers distinguish between imago and 
simelitudo Det. By the image of God, they 
say, is meant the original constitution (Anlage) 
—the innate powers and faculties (potentia na- 
turalis, Scholast.) of the human soul. By the 
similitude of God, is meant, that actual resem- 
blance to him which is acquired by the exercise 
of these powers. I shall not dwell upon the 
subtleties of the schoolmen, which are still pre- 
valent to some degree in the Romish church. 
Vide Petavius. [For an account of these, vide 
also Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 76.] 

2. Nor are modern theologians at all more 
unanimous. The most important opinions enter- 
tained on this subject in modern times admit of 
the following classification—viz., 

(a) Some find this image in the rational soul ; 
like Philo, who, as before remarked, supposed 
it to consist, not in bodily advantages, but in 
the vovs, the higher reason alone, De Opif. 
Mundi, p. 15, 45; and like many of the fathers. 
To be sure, this higher rational and moral nature 
of man lies at the foundation of all his other ex- 
cellences, and indeed is essential to their very 
existence. But, according to the representation 
of the Bible, this rational soul is not so much 
itself this image of God, as the foundation or 
source of those excellences in which it does 
more properly consist. 

(6) Others find it in the dominion of man over 
all the creatures of the earth; because this do- 
minion is mentioned in immediate connexion 
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with the image of God in Gen. i. 26. So think 
Socinus and his followers, and also many Armi- 
nians. According to both of these theories, the 
image of God must be allowed still to exist in 
man. This will be farther considered hereafter. 

(c) Others find it in the moral perfections of 
our nature which we have lost by the fall. ‘These 
writers refer to the texts in the epistles to the Co- 
lossians and Ephesians, and in accordance with 
these explain the passages in Genesis relating 
to this subject. This is the most common the- 
ory. Inthe language of the Apol. Conf. Augs., 
the image of God consists in cerlior notitia Det 
et probitas. Theologians define it, justifia ort- 
ginalis sive sanctitas, original uprightness or 
holiness. 

(d) Those who find difficulties with all these 
opinions, endeavour to relieve the subject by di- 
viding the image of God into a physical and a 
moral image; or into an essential and an inci- 
dental image. The latter, they suppose, is now 
lost, or exists in a less degree; the former is still 
possessed by man. 


Il. Biblical uses of the phrase, « The Image of God.” 


1. We cannot expect to find any strict or de- 
finite notion attached to this phrase in the an- 
cient Mosaic account. The general idea of di- 
vinity, greatness, precedence, is all that Moses 
intends to express when he uses it; insignis 
dignitas ac prestantia hominis. Morus, p. 103, 
s. 18. Any one who possesses excellence and 
dignity superior to other men, is said, in this 
widest sense, fo bear the image of God, as 1 Cor. 
xi. 7; Ps. Ixxxii. 6. Moses, however, places 
it principally and prominently in that part of 
this superiority which is most obvious to the 
senses—viz., the superiority of man over irra- 
tional creatures, and his dominion over the 
earth. By this limitation, however, the other 
excellences of our nature are not excluded ; but, 
on the contrary, those powers and faculties 
from which this more obvious superiority re- 
sults must be included in the idea of Moses. 
But while Moses, in the use of this phrase, had 
in his eye that superior excellence of man by 
which he is lord of the earth, he does not teach 
anywhere that man lost this entirely by the fall; 
but, on the contrary, implies that he afterwards 
possessed it. Vide No.1. Princes and judges 
are called by Moses gods, and sons of God, on 
account of the superiority and dominion which 
they possess. Vides. 17. For the same rea: 
son man is fing and god of this lower crea 
tion, which honours him as the image of Gou 
David probably used the phrase in this wider 
sense in Ps. viii. 6—9, where he explains and 
paraphrases Gen. i. 26, seq. Cf. 1 Cor. xi. 6, 
7; James, iii. 9. Chrysostom, Theodoret, and 
even Augustine, explained the words of Mores 
in this wav 
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2. The later Jews appear to have used this 
phrase in different senses, as we learn from the 
Book of Wisdom and Sirach. They included in 
its meaning, 

(a) The immortality of the body, dpSapota. 
"Ore 6 Oe0s éxtioe Tov GrSpanov in’ aPSapoia, xal 
sixdva ts Ldvas iSvorytos éxtouncey adror. PSore 
5é diaBorov Savaro; econASev eis ov xdopov mtetpa- 
Covse d& adror of ins Exeivov mepidos ovres, Book 
of Wisdom, ii. 23, 24. In this respect, there- 
fore, according to this writer, we have lost the 
image of God. Vide ver. 24, where he consi- 
ders death as the consequence of sin, and attri- 
butes it to the devil. This immortality was re- 
garded by the whole ancient world as something 
divine and godlike, and is made by Homer the 
principal mark and characteristic of his deities. 
Gods and d3avaro: are always synonymous in 
his writings. 

(6) Dominion over the earth, Book of Wis- 
dom, ix. 2, 3; Sirach, xvii. 3, 4. The domi- 
nion of man over the inferior creation is regard- 
ed, even by Philo, as a remnant of his original 
perfection and power, De Opif. Mundi, p. 100, 
ed. Pf. Sirach, in the passage cited, seems to 
include in this image, together with dominion 
over the earth, reason, speech, and the other 
perfections mentioned in ver. 5, seq. In this re- 
spect we still retain the image of God. 

(c) The moral state, Book of Wisdom, ix. 3, 
where mention is made of the dovorns xav Sexaro- 
ovvn xav evsvtns Ywzx7s in which the first men 
lived upon the earth and ruled over it. These 
moral excellences we do not any longer possess ; 
certainly not in the same degree as formerly. 

3. The same. significations of the phrase, 
image of God, which were noticed No. 2, were 
common among the Jews at the time of Christ, 
and were accordingly adopted by the apostles. 
They use this phrase, 

(a) In reference to the general exaltation, 
dignity, and dominion of man:—e. g., 1 Cor. 
xi. 7; James, iii. 9. () In reference to the 
moral perfections of man, exactly as it is used 
py the author of the Book of Wisdom—e. g., 
Col. iii. 10, coll. Ephes. iv. 23, 24. Both of 
these epistles were written at the same time; 
fhey are entirety similar in phraseology, and 
perfectly parallel in these passages. Christians, 
especially converts from heathenism, are here 
exhorted to renounce altogether their former sin- 
ful propensities, and the wicked life which they 
had previously led, (~aaacos GvSpertos;) and to 
put on the new man—i. e., to be wholly reno- 
vated, to embrace new principles, and to lead a 
new life correspondent to their principles. Now 
this new man is said to be avaxavvovmevos, renew- 
ed—1. e., new created, or remodelled by God, 
Ephes. iv. 23; and hence the phrase, the re- 
newal or restoration of the divine image. Evs 
éxiyvoow should be construed with xcvoarros 
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avtov, to the knowledge of God—i. e., this d % 
position is produced in you to enable you to at- 
lain to the knowledge of God and of t's will— 
a living and saving knowledge. Krilew. ta eres 
ate anew, transform—i. e., entirely to change 
and improve ; continuing the figure derived from 
the new man. Kar’ eixova @zov—i. e., arcord- 
ing to Ephes. iv. 24, xard @cdv, after the pattern 
or likeness of God—i. e., that you should be- 
come again like unto God. Paul here makes 
this likeness of God to consist in a moral re- 
semblance—that holiness and uprightness, to 
the attainment of which Christ teaches us the 
means, and gives us the power. ‘This is clear 
from what precedes, and also from Ephes. iv. 
24, where Paul says that this reformed charac- 
ter, bearing the divine likeness, consists éy 
Sixasootvy (piety), xav dovornte ens GAySevas— 
(i. €., GanScvy,) honest, sincere integrity. The 
same words are employed in the passage cited 
from the Book of Wisdom. John, in his epis- 
tles, frequently urges the duty of striving to be- 
come like to God, (filii Dei,) although he does 
not use the phrase, image of God. Plato says, 
that likeness (éuovwors) to God is, * S’xaroy xat 
Ootoy meta Hpovyceas yéveoSac.”? Cicero makes 
our likeness to God both a physical and moral 
resemblance. God, he says, animated the 
human body, ‘ut essent qui terram tuerentur, 
quique celestium ordinem contemplantes imita- 
rentur cum vite modo et constantia.”’ 


III. Concluding Remarks. 


We draw the following general conclusion 
from these historical and exegetical observations 
—viz., the phrase, the ¢mage of God, is very 
comprehensive, and used in the Bible in more 
than one sense; and many unnecessary disputes 
would have been avoided, if it had not been 
adopted in systematic theology as the title of a 
particular article. One may say, without at all 
denying a primitive state of innocence, that the 
image of God in which man was created did not 
consist in this state, and that it still continues 
after the fall. If we believe the scriptures, we 
shall beHeve in the primitive innocence of man; 
but there is no necessity for us to call it the 
image of God. It would be far better to aban- 
don the phrase, 7mage of God, in speaking sci- 
entifically on the original perfections of man, 
and to adopt in its place the more comprehensive 
title, the state of innocence. ‘The latter phrase is 
derived from 2 Cor. xi. 3, where Paul says, he 
fears that, as Eve was beguilec by the serpent, 
Christians may be beguiled (by false teachers) 
from the awadrgros t75 eis Xpuordv—i. e., stm- 
plicitas, sincerity, purity ; here, pure love to 
Christ, true and sincere dependence upon him 
like what innocent children feel towards their 
parents and benefactors. 

Again; we compare men with God in respec 
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to all the excellences which we observe in them, | This last point was affirmed in opposition te 
and which we conceive that he also possesses, | many theologians of the Romish church, who 


only in a higher and more perfect degree. We 
may say of men, therefore, that, in respect to 
all these excellences, they bear the image of God, 
or are like him. Now we still possess, as we 
are taught in the scriptures, many of these no- 
bler powers with which our nature was endued, 
though in a far less degree than God; such are 
reason, dominion over the earth, &c. Other of 
these excellences, according to the constant 
doctrine of the Bible, we have lost by the fall, 
or possess at present in a far less degree than 
our first parents before the fall. Among the 
latter are (a) that degree of bodily strength and 
health which laid the foundation for the immor- 
tality of the body; and (b) more especially 
moral perfections. Thus we see that the Bible 
will support us in saying, both that we still 
possess the image of God, and that we possess 
it no longer, according as we use this phrase in 
a wider or narrower sense. So far as the pos- 
terity of Adam still possesses reason and power 
over irrational creatures, they still possess the 
image of God, Deo sunt similes. So far as they 
have ceased to be righteous and holy as man 
was in his state of innosence, and so far as their 
bodies are now become mortal, they have lost 
the image of God. But so far as they regain 
this original moral rectitude, and a happy im- 
mortality, they again become like God, and his 
image is renewed in their souls. This whole 
subject is discussed by Morus, p. 105, s. 23, in 
a manner worthy of imitation, especially in the 
practical turn which he has given it. 
sVote.—Theologians have invented various 
divisions and technical phrases, in order to de- 
termine more accurately the nature and kind of 
those excellences and perfections which were 
bestowed by God upon man at the creation. 
But these divisions have given rise to many er- 
roneous views of this subject. The following 
distinctions deserve to be particularly noticed :— 

1, These original endowments of man are 
not to be understood as excellences which he 
possessed in actual exercise (habitus, Scholast. 
habitus infust ;) but only as capacities and fa- 
culties for those excellences which, by practice 
and exercise, he may come to possess. The 
humun soul resembles in this respect an unwrit- 
ten leaf, (the tabula rasa of Aristotle,) upon 
which everything can be written for which it 
has a natural fitness and susceptibility. Vide 
Introduction, s. 4. 

2. They are naturales; united with human 
nature, and wrought into it by God; and op- 
posed (a) to perfectiones essentiales, because man 
can be conceived to exist without them, and 
would remain man though destitute of them; 
and (0) to perfectiones super rdditi per gratiam. 


placed these excellences in a high degree of wis- 
dom, justice, and holiness, imparted by God to 
men on creation in a supernatural manner, and 
in addition to the original endowments of his 
nature. They regarded the sinilitudo cum Dee 
as opposed to the status purorum naturalium, in 
which man was without the knowledge or love 
of God; and therefore as a donwm supernaturale, 
which could be lost without altering the essen- 
tial nature of man. 

3. Perfectiones propagibiles. It was the inter- 
tion of God that these perfections should ta 
transmitted to the posterity of our first parents, 
so long as the conditions prescribed by Gcd 
should be fulfilled. 


SECTION LIV. 


OF THE PRIMITIVE STATE OF MAN; HIS MENTAI 
AND MORAL PERFECTIONS. 


Tue excellences which man possessed in his 
origina! condition are generally divided into two 
classes; (a) Internal, such as belong to the es- 
sential constitution of human nature, as esta- 
blished by God himself, including all his ori- 
ginal perfections both of sow! and body; s. 54, 
55. (b) Eaternal, such advantages as man 
possessed from the relation to the rest of the 
creation in which he was placed by God; hi, 
dominion over the other creatures of the eartt., 
his title to use them for his own advantag-, 
&c.—imago Dei sensu latiori ; s-56. We shill 
first treat of the InrERNAL excellences of man; 
in this section, of the original perfections of his 
soul; in the following, of those of his body. The 
excellences which originally belonged to the 
soul of man will now be considered in reference 
to its two principal powers—understanding and 
will. 


I. Original Excellences of the Human Under- 

standing. 

Reason and the intellectual powers are the 
noblest gifts which we have received from God, 
without which we could not be moral beings. 
We cannot suppose, then, that these powers 
should have remained idle and unemployed dur- 
ing the happy state of innocence in which our 
first parents lived. Paul, therefore, with entire 
truth, makes évyraous one of the things in which 
our likeness to God consisted; Col. iii. 10, ef. 
s. 53; since holiness and blamelessness, the 
other things mentioned as constituting it, could 
not exist, without some knowledge of good and 
evil. This knowledge, however, was not itself 
directly imparted to man at his creation, but 


only the power of obtaining knowledge. Vide 
s. 53, ad finem. 
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In what the knowledge of our first parents 
eonsisted neither Moses nor any other sacred 
writer has particularly informed us. Their 
state with respect to knowledge is doubtless 
justly described as a state of infaney; in the 
sense, however, in which we speak of the in- 
fancy of nations; for Moses does not represent 
Adam as in all respects resembling a new-born 
child. As to as‘ual knowledge, he was, indeed, 
at the moment when God created him, exactly 
in the condition of a new-born child, and quite 
as destitute of innate ideas. But in another re- 
spect he was very unlike a new-born child; in 
this, namely, that he was able fo exercise his 
reason tmmediately, which a child is not. God 
created man, according to the Mosaic account, 
not only endued with reason, but able to exercise 
it on his first entrance into the world. And if 
he had immediately the full use of his intellec- 
tual powers, he must very soon have acquired 
fiom the objects by which he was surrounded a 
great variety of ideas, and a large stock of know- 
ledge; and he would advance in knowledge the 
more rapidly and easily, as his mind was not as 
yet swayed by those inordinate bodily appe- 
titev, nor darkened by those prejudices, nor 
confirmed in those bad habits, by which all 
ethers who have attained to maturity are so 
effectually hindered in the acquisition of know- 
ledge. ; 

The means by which God called the intel- 
:ectual powers of man into exercise, and brought 
them to a full development, were, according to 
Moses, of two kinds. 


(a) Indirect,—the external objects by which 


man was surrounded. Animate creatures, being 
more nearly related to him than the inanimate 
creation, were the first objects which attracted 
his attention and excited his curiosity. That 
this was so we may conclude, both from what 
we observe every day among children, and from 
the express declaration of Moses. The living 
creatures with which man was conversant first 
employed his thoughts; and in giving them 
names, he first exercised the faculty of speech. 
Cf. s. 52, 11. kt was not until afterwards, and 
only in an inferior degree, that the inanimate 
creation also administered to his instruction by 
the various objects which it presented to his at- 
tention. ; 

(b) Direct,—the revelations made immediately 
toman. The Mosaic history throughout repre- 
sents God as familiarly and directly conversant 
with our first parents; and as speaking with 
them; Gen. ii. 16, 17; i. 29, 30. And the his- 
tory of the fall (chap. iii.) presupposes in our 
first parents an acquaintance with some direct 
divine instruction, and with positive divine pre- 
cepts; and this corresponds entirely with the 
notions which even heathen nations have always 
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had of the original condition of man. In the 
early and infant age of the world, the Deity, 
they supposed, walked familiarly among men, 
and revealed himself to them directly, by words, 
dreams, visions, and in other ways. 

The knowledge of our first parents, so far ag 
it was derived from natural sources, must have 
been confined to the objects by which they were 
immediately surrounded; and even with regard 
to these, they knew only as much as was neces- 
sary for them in the circumstances in which they 
were placed. In comparison with the know- 
ledge which we possess at present, it must have 
been very small, as their wants were compara- 
tively very few. The Mosaic history does not 
afford the remotest support to the fabulous sto- 
ries which we find in the rabbins, ecclesiastical 
fathers, and other writers, who have followed the 
later Jewish teachers, respecting the extensive 
physiological, scientific, and literary knowledge 
of Adam. ‘These Jewish fables are connected 
with the notion that the language which Adam 
spoke was Hebrew, which is supposed by the 
Jews to be a holy language, inspired by God—z 
pretension which has been ably refuted by 
Schultens. The Jews think they can discover 
proof of the thorough knowledge of nature which 
Adam possessed, in the Hebrew names which 
they suppose him to have given to the various 
animals, and from the etymologies of these 
names. 

We should not expect to find thorough know- 
ledge or extensive learning in our first parents, 
for the following reasons :—viz., (a) With their 
few wants they could derive no advantage from 
such knowledge, and could make no use of it. 
(b) As to religion, the knowledge which they 
needed both of its theoretical and practical truths 
could be comprised in a few simple and intelli- 
gible points. Of any higher or more extended 
knowledge of this subject they were at first 
wholly incapable. (c) It will not be denied that 
the language of our first parents must have been 
simple and scanty. Wtdes.55. But it is well 
known from experience, that without words, and 
indeed without a great copiousness and richness 
of language, neither distinct and definite ideas, 
nor, in general, accurate knowledge, can exist. 
(d) When men first begin to collect in society, 
even supposing them endued with the most no- 
ble faculties and intellectual powers, they cannot 
be instructed by philosophy, like learned and 
cultivated people. They must first be instructed 
by what is sensible; and have everything ren- 
dered as obvious to the senses as possible; ex- 
actly as it is represented, Gen. ii. 19,20. Ifthe 
representation there made were different, and 
such as many modern scholars would have us 
believe, it would be highly improbable, and the 
whole narrative would become suspicious. This 
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very simplicity gives it the stamp of internal 
truth. (e) Our first parents are represented in 
chap. iii. as in fact credulous and easily be- 
guiled. And how can this be reconciled with 
the supposition that they possessed that deep 
and extensive knowledge and those great per- 
fections sometimes ascribed to them? The 
knowledge of Adam, then, cannot be compared 
with that of any advanced and mature race of 
men. The same standard of judging cannot be 
employed in the two cases. It may be readily 
conceded, however, that the powers and facullizes 
of our first parents, as long as the oap§ and 
rvevua, sense and reason, remained in proper ba- 
lance, were greater than those of their posterity, 
in whom the case is otherwise. Vide Dr. Junge, 
‘‘ Volekommenheiten der ersten Menschen,” 
Stiick 1, of his philosophical and theological 
Essays; Ntirnberg, 1779, 8vo. 


Il. Original Excellences of the Human Will. 


They consist chiefly in the order and regu- 
larity of our bodily desires. Our first parents 
in their state of innocence were blameless and 
sinless. They had sincere love for God and re- 
gard for his commandments, and did everything 
which was agreeable to him with the greatest 
readiness, out of pure love, as virtuous children 
do the will of an earthly parent. In short, if 
their piety was chzldlike in respect to the know- 
ledge upon which it was founded, it was also so 
in respect to its purity and simplicity. And this 
disposition is that which will be revived in those 
in whom the image of God is renewed. Hence 
Christ recommends us so earnestly te become 
like children. Our first parents obeyed from 
grateful love; and it is the object of Christianity, 
in designing to renew the image of God, to bring 
us to render obedience to God and Christ from 
motives of grateful love. But this rectitude of 
our first parents consisted only in the subjection 
of their bodily appetites to the law of reason. 
Both scripture and experience teach us that our 
depravity and moral degeneracy arise principally 
from the dominion of sense (sap§) over reason 
(zvevua.) Such was not the case with man in 
his state of innocence ; he then suffered his ap- 
petites to be controlled by rational considera- 
tions; he fixed his choice only upon what was 
good, and his desires being virtuous, his actions 
were the same. Hence this original rectitude 
of man is called sinlessness (dvauapzysia.) ‘The 
representation now given of the original recti- 
tude of man depends principally upon the pas- 
sages, Col. iii. and Ephes. iv. Vides. 53. In 
these passages, righteowsness (uprightness) and 
holiness (moral perfection) are ascribed by Paul 
to the will of man as first created, and as re- 
newed ‘This rectitude of the will is called by 
theologians ¢maginem Dei stricte sic dictam, also 
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justitiam originalem, the last of which is used 
in the Apol. Augsb. Confession. Vide Morus, 
p. 105, Not. ad. s. 23. Of the same import is 
the phrase evSurns ywx7s, which occurs, Book of 
Wisdom, ix. 3 (s. 53); and also ésvorys and 
années, 2 Cor. xi. 3. Evgvs corresponds with 
the Hebrew 7s, honest, upright, virtuous ; and 
is used with particular reference to the text, 
Eccles. vii. 29, «God made man upright; but 
he sought out many inventions (wrong ways).”” 
The meaning is: man had a natural capacity for 
virtue, but he abandoned nature, and declined to 
evil, notwithstanding his noble capacities. 

The opinions which many form of the per- 
fections of the will of our first parents, and of the 
virtues of their character, are frequently very 
extravagant. This is a fault which should be 
guarded against. Man was created with the 
amplest capacity for moral excellency; but it 
cannot be said that he had attained to the actual 
possession of this excellence in a very high 
degree. High and confirmed virtue can only be 
attained by a long course of moral action; and 
at that early period opportunities for this action 
must have been very rare. God, however, did 
not require more from man than he had given 
tohim. But the understanding of man in his 
primitive state, though indeed sufficient for the 
situation in which he was placed, was still very 
small, and his actual knowledge very limited ; 
but the more feeble and imperfect these are, the 
more imperfect, necessarily, must be that virtue 
which depends upon them. There is a great 

difference between the innocence of childhood, 
and the virtue which is grounded upon the more 
perfect and mature knowledge and experience 
of a riper and more advanced age. If our first 
parents had possessed so preponderating a bias 
to good as many have supposed, it is hard to 


see how they could have been so easily seduced. 
We behold them yielding to temptations which 
would have in vain assailed many of those 
among their descendants, in whom, according 
to the language of scripture, the image of God 
is renewed. 

They, however, were not destitute of a know- 
ledge of their duty sufficient for their situation; 
for so much God had provided, Genesis, iii. 2, 

3. Accordingly, their neglect of duty and their 
transgression of the divine command could be 
imputed to them. We should avoid, therefore, 
the other mistake of representing them as en- 
tirely ignorant. Vide Morus, s. 8, 22. If they 
had been faithful in the use of the knowledge 
which they possessed, they would have attained 
to a greater measure of it, and to a more fixed 
habit of goodness, as is the case among those 
in whom the image of God is renewed. Cf, 
Matt. xiii. 12, and the texts cited from the epis: 
tles to the Ephesians and Colossians. 
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SECTION LV. 


GF THE PRIMITIVE STATE OF MAN} HIS BODILY 
EXCELLENCES, AND SPEECH. 


1, Original Excellences of the Human Body. 


1, Tue superiority of our first parents over 
their posterity in this respect cannot be accu- 
rately and particularly determined ftom the 
Mosaie account. So much, however, is clear 
from this account, that the body of man was then 
perfectly healthy, strong, and vigorous, and that 
it would have enjoyed a never-failing youth if 
man had continued in that happy condition in 
which he was first placed. And this account 
agrees perfectly with the representations which 
we find among other nations of the animal cheer- 
fulness, the bodily health and strength of man 
in the golden age, and even down into the hero- 
ical age. Homer frequently speaks of the strong 
bodily powers of the men of an earlier period, 
in comparison with the feebleness of those who 
lived in his own age. The blooming health and 
hodily vigour of our first parents contributed to 
the health and strength of the soul; its powers 
were not disordered or weakened by sickness ; 
the passions and appetites, which so often de- 
stroy both body and soul, were as yet moderate 
and regular. On this subject, as well as with 
regard to the original mental and moral excel- 
lences of man, the fancy of the later Jews was 
very active; and they invented innumerable 
fables, with which their writings are filled, 
tespecting the beauty, the gigantic size and 
strength, of the first man. 

The immortality of the body is expressly men- 
tioned in the Mosaic account, as one of the pe- 
culiar distinguishing advantages which our first 
parents enjoyed, Gen. ii. 17, but which we have 
fost by the fall, Gen. iii. 3,19. The same is 
also everywhere taught by the later Jewish 
writers, who always regarded the immortality 
of the body as a part of the image of God. Vide 
Book of Wisdom, ii. 23, seq., (s. 53, II. 2.) 
So also the first Christian teachers—e. g., Ro- 
mans, v. 123; vi. 23; 1 Cor. xv. 21, 22; where 
the same views are given as in the texts cited 
from the Book of Wisdom. This doctrine of 
the immortality of the body does not imply that 

“man in his nature was so unalterable that he 
absolutely could not die. An ¢mpossibilitas mo- 
riendi, or immortalitas absoluta, is not pretended ; 
but only the absentia necessitatis naturalis mori- 
endi, or immortalitas hypothetica, the condition 
proposed being obedience to the command of 
God, and the enjoyment of the tree of life being 
permitted to them only so long as they should 
fulfil this condition. Morus, p. 98, s. 9, note. 
Nor is this immortality represented even by 
Moses as a necessary consequence resulting 
from the incorruptible nature of the human body, 
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but as a favour promised to man by God, and 
depending upon the constantly-repeated use of 
the free of life, Gen. ii. 9, coll. iii, 22, 24. Cf. 
s. 52,11. Something similar to this is fdund in 
the Grecian mythology, which represents the 
gods as partaking of nectar and ambrosia, in order 
to preserve and invigorate their bodies; while 
mortal men were not allowed to participate of 
this heavenly food, even when they ate with the 
gods. Hom. Od. v. 197, 199. 

The question is frequently asked, whether man 
would have always remained upon the earth if he 
had not fallen? ‘The Mosaic history furnishes 
no reply to this question; but the answer coms 
monly given by theologians is, that man would 
not always have remained here below, but that, 
by some unknown transformation, without death, 
or the separation of the soul from the body, he 
would have been raised to a higher happiness 
in heaven. ‘To this opinion Morus assents. It 
is grounded principally upon the New-Testa- 
ment doctrine, that those men who should still 
be alive at the day of judgment would not die, 
but be changed—i. e., their grosser bodies would 
pass, without the painful sensation of death, into 
those more refined and perfect bodies which all 
will possess in the abodes of the blessed, 1 Cor. 
xv. 51, seq. ‘This representation is supposed 
to furnish some evidence with regard to the ori- 
ginal destination of the human body; and this 
is rendered more probable by what Paul says, 
ver. 47, “‘avSpwstos éx yrs yotxos (sore). But 
we cannot attain to certainty upon this sub- 
ject, because the holy scriptures leave it un- 
decided. 

2. It was not intended, however, by the Crea- 
tor, that our first parents, while living in their 
state of innocence, should leave their bodily 
powers unemployed and unexercised. Morus, 
s. 4. The life which they were to lead was 
not one of indolent ease and animal enjoyment, 
although such is the notion almost universally 
entertained respecting the life in the golden age. 
Our first parents, on the contrary, were required 
to labour, and in that way still further to de- 
velop and perfect their bodily and intellectual 
powers. Vides. 51. II. The very idea, how- 
ever, of this happy age, excludes the notion of 
pain and hardship, the frequent attendants of 
labour. Vide Genesis, li. 5; ili. 17—19. Agri- 
culture is mentioned, in the passages before 
cited, as the first employment appointed for man. 
The taming, or rather domestication and em~- 
ployment of animals is mentioned in Gen. i. 28. 
By describing agriculture as the first employ- 
ment of man, Moses obviates the false opinion 
that our first parents were originally in a savage 
state. A degree of cultivation which savages 
do not possess is implied in agricultural employ: 
ments; and they lead faster than any other to 
progressive improvement. 
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Il, Original Language of Man. 


Speech is the great characteristic excellence 
of man’ without which he would hardly be able 
to employ his rational powers, or to exist in so- 
cial connexion with his fellow-men. Of this 
distinguishing faculty of man Moses makes ex- 
press mention, Gen. ii. 19; cf.s. 52, II. There 
have always been very various opinions respect- 
ing the origin of human language. For the 
opinions of the ancient Greeks, vide Puffendorf, 
Jus nature et gentium, |. iv. c. 1,s. 3, and Mul- 
ler, Positiones, historico-philosoph. de origine 
sermonis; Argentorati, 1777. This subject has 
been often discussed in modern times, and has 
caused much controversy both among philoso- 
phers and theologians; and as it is usually made 
a topic of discussion in modern systematic the- 
ology, and can be more naturally introduced into 
this department than any other, we shall treat 
of it briefly in this place. Writers on this sub- 
ject are divided into two principal classes—viz., 

1. Some have maintained that an articulate 
language, consisting of arbitrary sounds, was 
imparted to man at his creation, and that he was 
able immediately to speak it; and moreover, that 
this original language was very copious and in 
the highest degree perfect. Man, they assert, 
not only did not, as a matter of fact, invent the 
language which he spake, but never could have 
done it; and so they suppose that speech was 
originally as special and miraculous an endow- 
ment as the gift of tongues to the apostles. The 
principal advocate of this opinion in modern 
times is Joh. Pet. Stissmilch, who has attempt- 
ed, with no common sagacity, to prove that the 
origin of language is not to be traced to man, 
but directly to God. Vide his Essay on this 
subject, published at Berlin, 1766, 8vo. But, 

(a) The nature of language itself, and the 
most ancient history of it, furnish conclusive 
evidence that man not only can invent, but has 
actually invented, articulated language, consist- 
ing of arbitrary sounds. All languages in their 
incipient state are indescribably simple, consist- 
ing of very few and short words and phrases, 
which are so insufficient for the communication 
of thought, that looks and gestures are called in 
to their aid. Such we observe to be the case 
still with children, who have more thoughts 
and feelings than words in which to express 
them. The same is true of savages, and gene- 
rally of all who have but few words. Now, if 
God had communicated language in some such 
Miraculous manner as is supposed to our first 
parents, it is hard to see why he should have 
suffered this language to be afterwards lost, and 
how it should have come to pass that all the 
nations springing from Adam should have begun 
back with the very elements of speech, and pro- 
seeding from these, have formed so many and 
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such different languages. According to this 
supposition, then, a great miracle would have 
been wrought in behalf of our first parents, from 
which none of their posterity had reaped the 
least advantage. ‘his is not according to tha 
manner of God in his other works. 

(6). The supposition that the original lan- 
guage of man was copious and finished, over- 
looks the fact that language eannot be such 
where objects and ideas are still seanty and im- 
perfect. Ideas arise from the perception of ob- 
jects; and the number, clearness, and distinct- 
ness of our ideas is in proportion to the number 
of objects which we behold, either simply or in 
connexion with others. But language contains 
the signs and symbols by which we express 
our ideas of things, and communicate them to 
others. How, then, could there be a perfec 
language in that simplicity of human life tp 
which there were but few objects to be seen or 
compared? The advocates of this suppesition 
are driven to the absurdity of saying that man 
could have spoken of things which he had never 
seen or thought of. It wasremarked by Samuel 
Werenfels, very truly, that if one should look 
through the most comprehensive and complete 
dictionary, he would find but few words which 
could have belonged to the language of Adam. 

(c) Again; of what use could a rich and cul- 
tivated language have been to our first parents ? 
And if of none, how can the supposition that 
such a language was miraculously given them 
be reconciled with divine wisdom, which does 
not work miracles except for some important - 
object? Now it is perfectly obvious that to 
them, in their peaceful and simple life, when 
they had but few wants, and those easily satis- 
fied, such a language would have been of no 
utility. They had as yet no ideas of innume- 
rable things which became afterwards known 
as improvement advanced; and for such things, 
of course, they had no words in their language. 
The language of our first parents, in its incipient 
state, could not naturally have been more copi- 
ous or perfect than the language of nations ge- 
nerally while they are still in their infancy and 
possess but few ideas, and of course have, and 
need to have, but few words to express them. 

(d) We justly conclude, from what we see of 
the wisdom of God in all his other works, that” 
he did not endow man, on his creation, with any 
advantage which he himself could attain in the 
diligent use of the powers and faculties of his 
nature. So we conclude that man has no ¢nnate 
ideas, because he can easily obtain the ideas he 
possesses by the use of his intellectual powers. 
And with still more reason may we conclude, 
on the same ground, that man has no imagines 
innatas, sive signa innata idearum de rebus. 
The Bible makes no mention of any such; on 
the contrary, it teaches that one way in which 
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our first parents learned language was from 
their intercourse with irrational creatures, in 
giving names to which they first exercised the 
faculty of speech. 

2. The second class affirm that God did not 
bestow language itself upon man at his creation, 
but gave him powers and faculties which would 
enable him to form a language for himself, and 
gradually to refine and enrich it as his cireum- 
stances might require. Those who hold this 
opinion may have as sincere admiration for the 
wisdom of God and gratitude for his goodness 
as the advocates of the other theory. Among 
the ancients, Epicurus, (vide Lucretius,) and 
among the fathers, Tertullian and Gregory of 
Nyssa, assented to this opinion; and it was 
considered even by Quenstadt as entirely unob- 
jectionable. 

Thése writers, however, differ among them- 
selves respecting the manner in which man pro- 
ceeded in the development and improvement of 
his faculties of speech. The strangest conjecture 
on this point is that of Maupertius, that language 
was formed by a session of learned societies, 
assembled for the purpose! The theory which 
derives the most support from history is, that 
the roots, the primitive radical words of articu- 
late and conventional language, were originally 
made in imitation of the sounds which we hear 
from the different objects in the natural world, 
and that these original sounds, in imitation of 
which language is first formed, become less and 
fess discernible in these languages in proportion 
as they are improved and enlarged, and the ra- 
dical words are subjected to various alterations 
and inflexions. Vide Herder, Ueber den Ur- 
sprung der Sprache, (a prize Essay;) Berlin, 
1772; 2nd ed. 17783; 3rd, 1789. Cf. the works 
of Tetens and Tiedemann on this subject; also 
Jerusalem, Betrachtungen, th. ii. s. 134, f. 

These views respecting the origin of language 
are entirely consistent with the very natural re- 
presentation which Moses gives, Gen. ii. 19, 
26, of the naming of the animals. Vide s. 52, 
YJ. These were the first objects to which man 
directed his attention, and to these he gave 
names, sometimes derived from his calls tothem, 
and sometimes from voices and sounds which 
they themselves made. In this way, then, man 
was first led to exercise his powers of speech ; 
and it was perfectly natural for him to begin to 
speak by giving names to animals, as they are 
more interesting to him, and more nearly related 
to him, than the inanimate creation. 

Now, when our first parents were to be in- 
structed in moral objects, which could not be 
cecognised by their senses, it must necessarily 
be done by images drawn from nature, and es- 
pecially from animals, and so their names and 
the names of their actions were figuratively ap- 
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guage, to designate moral objects. In conforms 
ity with these views, we must interpret what 
God says, Genesis, iii., iv., which would haye 
been unintelligible to our first parents if it had 
been expressed in such language and phraseo- 
logy as is now common among us; but which, 
being expressed in a figurative manner, was 
level to their comprehension. This is the way 
in which missionaries are now compelled to pro- 
ceed, when they have to do with men who have 
no ideas on religious and spiritual subjects, and 
of course no words answering to them in their 
language. Instruction intended for children, 
also, must be conveyed in the same figurative 
language and style; and they are always found 
to be most interested in allegories and fables, 
like those of Alsop. Those who object to this 
mode of instruction only prove, then, their own 
ignorance. Instruction imparted to uncultivated 
men must of necessity be given in a figurative 
manner, because they not only speak, but even 
think, in figures. From abstract expressions 
they derive but faint conceptions. The case is 
entirely different among cultivated men. 


SECTION LVI. 


OF THE PRIMITIVE STATE OF MAN; HIS EXTERNAL 
ADVANTAGES 5: AND THE NOTION OF A GOLDEN 
AGE. P 


I. Original External Advantages of Man. 


Tus is the second class of the distinguishing 
advantages of our first parents, as divided in the 
beginning of s,54. They have their ground in 
the external relation of man to the other crea- 
tures of the earth; but they presuppose in him 
the possession of those internal excellences de- 
scribed s. 54, 55. These advantages are com- 
prehended under the general description, the 
dominion of man over the earth, or over the crea- 
tures of the earth, Morus, p. 104, s. 21; and 
this is taken from Gen. i. 26, seq. coll. Gen. 
ix. 2. This dominion implies nothing more 
than that man possesses (a) the right and title 
to make all the creatures of the earth contribute 
to his own advantage, to the supply of his 
wants, and to the convenience of his life; and 
(b) that he possesses both the power and skill 
to compel them to that subservience to which 
their nature is adapted. Cf. s. 52,11. It is 
said by Plato, in a passage in Timeus respect- 
ing the creation of men, as translated by Cicero, 
“© Tules creantur, ut Deorum immortalium quase 
gentiles esse debeant, divint generis appellentur, 
(cf. Acts, xvii. 28, from Aratus, tov yap xau 
yévos éomév,) teneantque omnium animantium 
principatum.” God has placed man, as lord, 
at the head of the animate creation; made him 
his image upon the earth—a subordinate god— 


elied, in the poverty of the then existing lan-|a representative of the Deity. And the irra 
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tional creatures, whose knowledge cannot ex- 
tend beyond what they can recognise by their 
senses, can conceive of nothing superior to man. 
Of Ged and of spiritual things they know no- 
thing, and so can have no duties to perform to 
him. ‘Their business is, to submit to man, as 
their lord and ruler; and God has given to man 
the means to compel them to this obedience, for 
which they were made. With many animals, 
even since the fall, this subjection to man seems 
to be natural and easy; they are inclined to his 
service of their own accord, or are readily pre- 
vailed upon by favours or chastisements to en- 
gage in it. 

This dominion which was conferred upon 
man over the animate and the inanimate crea- 
tion he still retains, at least in a good measure. 
It is represented as still the prerogative of man 
in Psalm viii. 6—9, the whole of which passage 
is a paraphrase of Genesis, i. 26, seq. (On the 
question, whether this dominion is only a part, 
or the whole of what is intended, when it is 
said that man was made in the zmage of God, 
ef. s. 53, I. Il.) Theologians, however, fre- 
quently assert, that since the fall man does not 
possess this dominion over the inferior creation 
in tis full extent; and it does not follow from 
the words of Moses, considered by themselves, 
that he ever did. Moses, however, and other 
sacred writers, clearly teach, that such wild, in- 
tractable, and cruel beasts, as are now found 
upon the earth, were unknown to man in his 
original condition, where they were all tame 
and subject to his will. This is clear, too, from 
the figurative description which the prophets 
give of the return of that happy age—e. g., Isa. 
xi. 6; Ixv. 25. The same opinions respecting 
that happy age of innocence in the youth of 
the world are found among the Greeks, Romans, 
(cf. Virg. Eel. iv.,) and almost all nations. 

From the relation which man holds to irra- 
tional creatures, as their master and ruler, he 
owes them several important duties; the consi- 
deration of which belongs, however, rather to 
the department of morals than of theology. 


Il. The Notion of a Golden Age. 


1. The notion of a golden age of the world is 
almost universal ; and, although somewhat mo- 
dified by the peculiar opinions and customs of 
each people, it is yet found diffused through all 
ages and nations, as far as history extends, and 
is everywhere substantially the same. All na- 
tions believe that the original state of the earth 
and of the human race was far more happy and 
cheerful, and in every respect better, than the 
present; and that either at once or more oradu- 
ally the world degenerated. The notions which 
he Grecians, and the nations which adopted 
their mythology, the Romans and others, enter- 
sained respecting the different ages,—the golden, 
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silver, &c.,—are generally known. Cf. Hesio& 
"Epy. xoi fu. verses 109—201. Ovid, Met. IL 
89162. Virgil, Ecl. iv., and the selections 
from Plato and Diodorus in Euseb. Prep. Evan. 
i.7; xii. 13. (Cf. Lucretius, De rerum nat. il. 
332, seq. Tibullus, i. 3, 35, seq. Seneca, 
Hipp. v. 524.] The same opinions substan- 
tially are found among rude and savage na- 
tions—the inhabitants of Kamschatka, Tartary, 
the Indians in North and South America, the 
South-Sea Islands, &c. 

2. What is the source of these ideas, which 
are so universally diffused ? 

(a) It was formierly supposed very generally 
that all these mythological fables were only tra- 
ditionary relics and fragments of a direct divine 
revelation. ‘The Mosaic history was regarded 
as the only source from which these various 
and wide-spread ideas were derived; and to 
shew how they were handed down from one 
age to another, and transmitted from the He- 
brews to the Greeks, Romans, and others, has 
been very often attempted. But the arguments 
employed in support of this opinion have been 
generally far-fetched, and unsupported by his- 
tory; as, indeed, all arguments must be which 
are adduced in support of the opinion, that the 
scriptures are the only source from which the 
ideas of the Greeks, Romans, and others, re- 
specting the original state of man, are derived, 
and that these ideas have been only corrupted 
in being transmitted by the intermixture of fa- 
ble. This opinion was advocated by Huetius, 
in his *¢ Demonstratio Evangelica, where he en- 
deavoured to shew that the scripture history 
was at the foundation of the whole Grecian 
mytholory. But his theory is inconsistent 
with facts, as is very generally acknowledged 
at the present day. Much, indeed, of the scrip- 
tural account respecting the original condition 
of man may have been preserved and diffused 
among the nations of the earth. But it cannot 
be historically proved that our sacred history ts 
the only ground of these ideas of a golden pe- 
riod, in which all nations agree. These uni- 
versal ideas on this subject may have arisen 
partly from other sources. Men are everywhere 
alike in all the essential parts of human nature. 
And hence there prevails among them a certain 
universal analogy in respect to language, man- 
ners, modes of thought and opinion; and from 
this analogy their agreement on many points 
may be explained, without supposing them to 
have learned or borrowed from one another. 
Vide Introduction, s. 9, No. 6. 

(b) One cause of this notion of a golden age 


| so widely diffused among heathen nations is the 


disposition, which may be seen in all men, ta 
think THE Past better and more happy than THX 
present. ‘This disposition has its origin in a 
certain urgent feeling of our natures, of which 
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we shall in a moment say more. We shall 
here speak only of the disposition itself, as it is 
seen among men. And in accordance with it, 
the higher one ascends into antiquity the more 
happy and charming does the world become to 
his view; the nearer he approaches the times in 
which he lives, the more imperfect and dismal 
dovs everything appear. It was the same with 
men in respect to their views of the past a thou- 
sand years ago. And had the world actually 
degenerated, physically and morally, a thousand 
vears ago as much as the old men, Jaudatores 
temporis acti, doubtless then thought and said, 
and had each successive generation of men since 
proved, according to the expression of Horace, 
progenies vitiostor, then the world by this time 
would have become a mere waste. and the whole 
human race would have long since perished! 
This prevalent belief that the world from the 
first had been constantly deteriorating was 
now clothed in an historical form, and taught 
as actual truth; and the fables thus invented 
respecting the early state of man, though they 
differ in some particulars, are yet everywhere 
essentially the same. 

The manner in which the ideas of a golden 
age may have originated, and have been gradu- 
ally developed into those mythological descrip- 
tions which are found in all nations, may be 
shewn by the following remarks, founded upon 
experience :—When we have arrived at mature 
years, and especially when we are in the decline 
of life, the period of our youth appears to us far 
better than the present. We were then more free 
from anxiety than ever after; our susceptibi- 
lity of pleasurable emotions had not then been 
blunted; our heart was open to the enjoyments 
of life. And when we look around, and every- 
thing seems to us to have degenerated since we 
were young, it is not unnatural to conclude that 
the same has been true in every age; that ata 
very early period, in the infancy of the world, it 
was full of peace and happiness, and from that 
time to the present has been gradually growing 
worse and worse. And we are strengthened in 
this conclusion by hearing our parents and 
grandparents speak in the same way respect- 
ing the times which they have lived through. 
Thus at length we come to the conviction that 
old times were better than the present, and that 
the farther back we go, the more delightful, 
happy, and perfect we shall find the state of the 
world. We then proceed to fill up this general 
outline which we have formed of a happy age. 
And this we do by carefully removing from that 


golden period all the ills and imperfections of ' 


of our present state, the physical sufferings 
which we now endure, and also the evils arising 
from our socia. connexion, and from the progress 
of refinement. Then we suppose there was no 
need of clothing, there was no rough amd uncom- 
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fortable weather, there were no harmful beasts, 
and men were not as yet unjust and cruel. 
Such is the picture of the primitive state of the 
earth and of the human race, in which the an- 
cient fables of almost all nations agree. It de- 
serves, however, to be remarked, that Moses 
dissents from nearly all the heathen mytholo- 
gists who have described the original state of 
man as one of indolence and perfect rest, and, 
on the contrary, makes it a state of activity and 
labour. 

These mythological descriptions have, no 
doubt, an historical basis, but whatever of truth 
there is in them has been enhanced and beauti 
fied by the imagination in its attempt to bring 
up the golden age to its own ideal of perfection. 
For, in-reality, that happy state of man of 
which so many dream, and which is depicted in 
heathen mythologies, is nothing more than the 
state of barbarism with its best side turned te 
the beholder, beautified by the imagination, and 
placed in that same magic and enchanting light 
with which we have seen the entire absence of 
cultivation covered over by the genius of Rous- 
seau. Vide his *« Discours sur l’origine et les 
fondements de l’inegalité parmi les hommes.” 
If the worst side of this state should be exhibit- 


ed, instead of pleasing it would shock and dis- 
gust all who have ever enjoyed the blessings 
of civilization and refinement.” 

In this way we can account for the origin of 
these universal ideas respecting the original 
state of man, without supposing that they were 
altogether derived from the Mosaic record. 

(c) These remarks respecting the manner in 
which the opinions and ideas of men respecting 
a golden age first originated and are gradually 
developed are so obvious, and have so much in- 
ternal truth, that they occur of themselves tc 
every observer of the world and of mankind. 
But for this very reason, that the universal ideas 
respecting the primitive state of man can be so 
easily accounted for, without supposing an his- 
torical foundation for them, the Mosaic history 
of this original state has, like the rest, been re- 
garded by many as fabulous. But those who 
have taken this view of the Mosaic history have 
overlooked other very important aspects of the 
subject, and have but a very partial acquaint- 
ance with it. Should they look at this subject 
on all sides they would see the necessity of ad- 
mitting some real truth as the basis of these 
wide-spread conceptions, and that the claims 
of the Mosaic account to our credence are 
greatly superior to those of heathen mythologies 
This will be evident from the following cons:- 
derations :— 

(a) The general disposition of all nations to 
regard the original condition of mankind as 
eminently happy, proves, beyund dispute, that 
they have felt a certain pressing necessity to 
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believe that God, who is supremely wise and 
good, would have created the human race in a 
better condition than that in which it is now 
found. This feeling is universal among men. 
Most of the ancient philosophers acknowledged 
it, nor have modern philosophers been able en- 
tirely to suppress it. Vide the writings of 
Kant. But to mere philosophers there has 
always been a riddle here, which they have 
endeavoured, but have never been able, satis- 
factorily to solve. This riddle, so inexplicable 
to them, has been perfectly solved by the 
Bible, in the account which it gives of the fall 
of man from a state of innocence and happiness. 

(8) That something must have taken place 
to corrupt the human race must seem at least 
probable, from the mere necessity of believing 
that it was once better than now. But if a 
book, accredited as a divine revelation, gives 
historical information respecting both the ori- 
ginal happy condition and the commencement 
of the degeneracy of our race, we are no longer 
left in uncertainty with regard to the fact. 

(y) The Mosaic history of the state of inno- 
cence, although it agrees in some respects with 
the fables of the heathen respecting the golden 
age, in other respects differs widely from them. 
The extravagant, and plainly false and fabulous 
representations which are found in the writings 
of Hesiod, Ovid, and Plato, who describe the 
happy state as one of ease and indolence, do not 
occur in the writings of Moses. This cireum- 
stance alone would lead us to conelude that his 
record is of wholly different origin from theirs, 
and that it is not a mere fiction, but founded on 
historical facts. Moreover, it is more ancient 
than any other account which we have of the 
first age of the world. 


SECTION LVII. 
OF THE PROPAGATION OF THE HUMAN RACE. 


Tue Mosaic history informs us, with a sim- 
plicity which is characteristic of the age in 
which it was written, that God designed that 
the human race should be propagated, and 
should extend itself over the earth; and that he 
gave to man, as well as to other living crea- 
tures, the power to propagate his own species. 
Gen. i. 28, coll. v. 22. But as man consists of 
two essential parts, body and soul, the origin of 
both these in the posterity of Adam must be 
considered. 


I. Origin of the Human Body. 


The Hebrews generally describe the human 
body as derived directly from parents, as appears 
from the phrases, fo come from the loins of the 
father, to be in his loins, &e. Gen. xlvi. 26; 


Heb. vii. 5, 10, seq. Sometimes, however, they 


speak of it, as taken out of the earth, from the 
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earth, or dust ; and so as returning t the earihe 
to the dust, &c. Vide s. 52, 11.2. The pass 
sage, Ps. cxxxix. 15, 16, may perhaps be most 
easily explained in this way. The human body 
is there represented as being in a dark pit before 
its birth, and as formed in the depths of the earth, 
from Time and earth. The phrase yx nana, is 
in other places entirely synonymous with D1KY. 
Both Greeks and Hebrews represented the state 
of man before his birth as similar to that in 
which he will be after his death, and comprised 
both conditions under the words “wv and aéxs. 
Moses describes man as eoming from the earth, 
and as returning tot. And so, according to the 
notions of the Hebrews, man is in the earth, as 
well before his birth as after his death; and 
comes forth into the material world from that 
same vast, subterranean, invisible kingdom, to 
which he again returns. Job, i. 21; x. 95 
x¥xxili.6. Eccl. xii. 7. Book of Wisdom, xv. 8. 


Il. The Origin of the Human Soul. 


Respecting the manner of the propagation of 
the soul among the posterity of Adam, the saered 
writers say nothing. The text, Ecel. xii. 7, 
gives us, indeed, clearly to understand that the 
soul comes from God in a different manner from 
the body (vide s. 51, I.) ; but what this manner 
is, it does not inform us. The texts, Is. xl. 5, 
and Job, xti. 10, which are frequently cited in 
this connexion, merely teach, that God gave tc 
man breath and life, and so do not relate to this 
subject. Norcan anything respecting the man- 
ner of the propagation of the soul be determined 
from the appellation, Futher of spirits, which wae 
commonly given to God among the Jews, and 
which occurs, Heb. xii. 9. Vide Wetstein, in 
loc. This appellation implies nothing more than 
that, as man is the father of an offspring of the 
same nature with himself, so God, who is a 
Spirit, produces spirits. It is doubtless founded 
upon the description of God, Num. xvi. 22, as 
‘the God of the spirits ofall flesh.” The whole 
inquiry, therefore, with regard to the origin of 
human souls, is exclusively philosophical ; and 
scriptural authority can be adduced neither for 
nor against any theory whieh we may choose to 
adopt. But notwithstanding the philosophical 
nature of this subject, it cannot be wholly passed 
by in systematic theology, considering the in- 
fluence which it has upon the statement of the 
doctrine of original sin. It is on account of its 
connexion with this single doctrine (for it is not 
immediately connected with any other) that it 
has been so much agitated by theologians, espe- 
cially since the time of Augustine. They have 
usually adopted that theory respecting the origin 
of the soul which was most favou~ble to the 
views which they entertained respecting the na- 
tive character of man. And hence the followers 
of Augustine and of Pelagius, the advocates and 


opponents of the doctrine of native depravity, are 
uniformly ranged on opposite sides of the ques- 
tion concerning the origin of the soul. 

There have been three principal hypotheses 
on this subject, which will now be stated. 

1, The hypothesis of the pre-ewistence of souls. 
Those who support this hypothesis, called Pre- 
existian:, affirm that God, at the beginning of 
the world, created the souls of all men, which, 
however, are not united with the body before 
man is begotten or born into the world. This 
was the opinion of Pythagoras, Plato, and his 
followers, and of the cabalists among the Jews. 
Among these, however, there is a difference of 
opinion, some believing that the soul was ori- 
ginally destined for the body, and unites with it 
of its own accord; others, with Plato, that it 
pertained originally to the divine nature, and is 
incarcerated in the body as a punishment for the 
sins which it committed in its heavenly state. 
This hypothesis found advocates in the ancient 
Christian church. Some Christians adopted the 
entire system of the Platonists, and held that 
the soul was a part of the divine nature, &c. 
Priscillianus and his followers either held these 
views, or were accused of holding them by Au- 
gustine, De Heres. c. 70. All who professed 
to believe the pre-existence of the soul cannot 
be proved to have believed that it was a part of 
the divine nature. This is true of Origen, who 
agreed with the Platonists in saying, that souls 
sinned before they were united with a body, in 
which they were imprisoned as a punishment 
for their sins. Vide Huetius, in his « Origeni- 
ane,’’ |, ii. c. 2, quest. 6. The pre-existence 
of the soul was early taught by Justin the Mar- 
tyr, Dial. cum Tryphone Jud. This has been 
the common opinion of Christian mystics of an- 
cient and modern times. They usually adhere 
to the Platonic theory, and regard the soul as a 
part of the divine nature, from which it proceeds, 
and to which it will again return. This doctrine 
of the pre-existence of the soul is, however, al- 
most entirely abandoned, because it is supposed 
irreconcilable with the doctrine of original sin. 
And, if the mystics be excepted, it has been left 
almost without an advocate ever since the time 
of Augustine. 

2. The hypothesis of the creativn of the soul. 
The advocates of this theory, called Creatiani, 
believe that the soul is immediately created by 
God whenever the body is begotten. A passage 
in Aristotle, De Gener. ii. 3, was supposed to 
contain this doctrine, at least, it was so under- 
stood by the schoolmen; and in truth, Aristotle 
appears not to be far removed from the opinion 
ascribed to him. Cyril of Alexandria, and Theo- 

‘doret among the fathers in the Grecian church, 
were of this opinion; and Ambrose, Hilarius, 
and Hieronymus, in: the Latin church. The 
schoolmen almost universally professed this doc- 
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trine, and generally the followers of Pelagius, 
with whom the schoolmen for the most part 
agreed in their views with regard to the native 
character of man. For these views derived a 
very plausible vindication from the hypothesis 
that the soul was immediately created by God 
when it was connected with the body. The 
argument was this:—If God created the souls 
of men, he must have made them either pure 
and holy, or impure and sinful. The latter sup- 
position is inconsistent with the holiness of God, 
and consequently, the doctrine of the native de- 
pravity of the heart must be rejected. To affirm 
that God made the heart depraved, would be to 
avow the blasphemous doctrine, that God is the 
author of sin. The theory of the Creatiani was 
at first favoured by Augustine; but he rejected 
it +S soon as he saw how it was employed by 
the Pelagians. It has continued, however, to 
the present time, to be the common doctrine of 
the theclogians of the Romish church, who in 
this follow after the schoolmen, like them, 
making little of native depravity, and much of 
the freedom of man in spiritual things. Among 
the protestant teachers, Melanecthon was inclined 
to the hypothesis of the Creatiani; although, 
after the time of Luther, another hypothesis, 
which will shortly be noticed, was received with 
most approbation by protestants. Still many 
distinguished Lutheran teachers of the seven- 
teenth century followed Melancthon in his views 
concerning this doctrine—e. g., G. Calixtns. 
In the reformed church, the hypothesis which 
we are now considering has had far more advo- 
cates than any other, though even they have not 
agreed in the manner of exhibiting it. Luther 
would have this subject left without being de- 
termined, and many of his contemporaries were 
of the same opinion. : 

3. The hypothesis of the propagation of the 
soul. According to this theory, the souls of 
children, as well as their bodies, are propagated 
from their parents. ‘These two suppositions 
may be made:—Kither the souls of children 
exist in their parents as real beings, (entia,)— 
like the seed in plants, and so have been propa- 
gated from Adam through successive genera- 
tions, which is the opinion of Leibnitz, in tas 
“‘ Theodicée,”’ p. i. s. 91,—or they exist in their 
parents merely potentially, and come from them 
per propaginem, or traducem. Hence those 
who hold this opinion are called Traduciant. 
This opinion agrees with what Epicurus says of 
human seed, that it is *odsaros 7 xou buyns 
axdonacuo.”? This hypothesis formerly pre- 
vailed in the ancient western church. Accord- 
ing to Hieronymus, both Tertullian and Apolli- 
naris were advocates of this opinion, and even 
“maxima pars Occidentalium.’’ Vide Epist. 
ad Marcellin. ‘Tertullian entered very minutely 
into the discussion of this subject in his wors 
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“De anima,” c. 25, seq., where he often uses 
the word traduz ; but he is very obscure in what 
he has said. This is the hypothesis to which 
the opponents of the Pelagians have been most 
generally inclined, (vide No. 2,) though many 
who were rigorously orthodox would have no- 
thing definitely settled upon this subject. Even 
Augustine, who in some passages favoured the 
Creatiani, affirmed in his book “De origine 
anime,’’ nullum (sententiam) temere affirmare 
oportebit. Since the reformation this theory has 
been more approved than any other, not only by 
philosophers and naturalists, but also by the 
Lutheran church. Luther himself appeared 
much inclined towards it, although he did not 
declare himself distinctly in its favour. But in 
the «Formula Concordia” it was distinctly 
taught that the soul, as well as the body, was 
propagated by parents in ordinary generation. 
The reason why this theory is so much prefer- 
red by theologians is, that it affords the easiest 
solution of the doctrine of native depravity. If 
in the souls of our first progenitors the souls of 
all their posterity existed potentially, and the 
souls of the former were polluted and sinful, 
those of the latter must be so too. This hypo- 
thesis is not, however, free from objections ; and 
it is very difficult to reconcile it with some phi- 
Josophical opinions which are universally re- 
ceived. Wecannot, for example, easily conceive 
how generation and propagation can take place 
without extension; but we cannot predicate ex- 
tension of the soul without making it a material 
substance. Tertullian and other of the fathers 
affirm, indeed, that the soul of man, and that 
spirit in general, is not perfectly pure and sim- 
ple, but of a refined material nature, of which, 
consequently, extension may be predicated. 
Vide s. 19, ad finem, ands. 51, I. ad finem. 
And with these opinions the theory of the pro- 
pagation of the soul agrees perfectly well, cer- 
tainly far better, than with the opinions which 
we entertain respecting the nature of spirit; al- 
though even with these opinions we cannot be 
sure that a spiritual generation and propagation 
is impossible; for we do not understand the 
true nature of spirit, and cannot therefore deter- 
mine with certainty what is or is not possible 
respecting it. There are some psychological 
phenomena which seem to favour the theory 
now under consideration; and hence it has al- 
ways been the favourite theory of psychologists 
and physicians. The natural disposition of 
children not unfrequently resembles that of their 
parents ; and the mental excellences and imper- 
fections of parents are inherited nearly as often 
by their children as any bodily attributes. 
Again; the powers of the soul, like those of the 
body, are at first weak, and attain their full de- 
velopment and perfection only by slow degrees. 
Many more phenomena of the same sort might 
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be mentioned. But after all that may be said, 
we must remain in uncertainty with regard to 
the origin of the human soul. Important objec- 
tions can be urged against these arguments, and 
any others that might be offered. And if the 
metaphysical theory of the entire simplicity of 
the human soul be admitted, the whole subject 
remains involved in total darkness. 


ARTICLE VII. 


OF THE DOCTRINE RESPECTING ANGELS. 


— 


SECTION LVIIL. 


OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE DOCTRINE CONCERN- 
ING ANGELS, AND SOME INTRODUCTORY HISTO- 
RICAL REMARKS. 


I. The Importance of this Doctrine. 


1. Irs practical importance. By one class 
of theologians the practical importance of this 
doctrine has been very much exaggerated ; while 
others, who are mostly modern writers, have 
denied it all practical utility, and have gone so 
far as to insist that it should be entirely omitted 
in common religious instruction. To these views 
we can by no means assent, if we make the 
Bible the source of our knowledge and the 
foundation of our belief in religious truth. Nor 
should we allow ourselves to entertain exagge- 
rated views of this subject, the tendency of 
which must be injurious. In the manner in 
which this doctrine is now generally held among 
Christians, we see the effect of the levity and 
irreverence with which the doctrines of the Bible 
have often been treated in late years by theolo- 
gical writers. The contempt with which the 
belief in angels is often spoken of among com- 
mon Christians is not to be wondered at, when 
we consider how it has been treated by the 
teachers of religion in our schools, universities, 
and pulpits. ‘Those who are preparing to be 
teachers of religion should take warning from 
the evils which they see produced by the light 
and irreverent manner in which the doctrines of 
the Bible have been lately exhibited. Vide Rein- 
hard’s excellent sermon, ‘ Wie sich Christen 
bey so mannichfachen Meinungen tiber die 
Geisterwelt zu erhalten haben,”’ published in 
the collection for the year 1795. 

Angels belong to that invisible world of which 
we, who are composed of body and spirit, ean 
form only very obscure and imperfect notions. 
Their existence, and their influence on the mas 
terial world and human affairs, are not within 
the cognizance of our senses, and can be known 
to us only by revelation. They are not men- 
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ticred by Moses in hie cosmogony, (though he 
appears from many passages to have believed 
in them;) because he confines himself in that 
account strictly to the visible world. And so 
he mentions only the breath of life in man, al- 
though he believed beyond dispute that he pos- 
sessed also a reasonable soul. 

2. Its theoretical importance. To the theolo- 
gian, the interpreter, and the student of the his- 
tory of the human mind, this doctrine is of great 
interest and importance. For (a) angels are 
very frequently introduced in the sacred books 
of the Jews and Christians. They are repre- 
sented as standing in various relations to men, 
and as actively employed in our affairs. ‘To 
deny, therefore, the existence and agency of 
good and bad angels, is plainly contrary to the 
holy scriptures. The opinion of the Sadducees, 
that ‘there is neither angel nor spirit,” (Acts, 
xxiii. 8,) is always rejected as false and un- 
scriptural by the writers of the New Testament. 
Notwithstanding, then, the disagreeableness of 
the doctrine concerning angels to the taste of 
the age, it must be exhibited by the religious 
teacher, whose invariable duty it is to conform 
his instructions to the word of God. (b) Many 
texts of the Bible which relate to this doctrine, 
by being misunderstood, have led the great mul- 
titude into opinions respecting the power and 
agency of angels, which are inconsistent with 
the character of God, and of an immoral ten- 
dency, by enabling men to shift the guilt of their 
actions from themselves to others. And these 
mistaken and hurtful opinions have been fos- 
tered by the incautious and indefinite manner 
in which the teachers of religion have some- 
times spoken. 

3. Some important doctrines are exhibited in 
the Bible as standing in close connexion with 
the doctrines respecting angels; and for this 
reason, if for no other, an accurate knowledge 
of it, and of the manner in which it is taught 
‘n the scriptures, is indispensable. The doc- 
trine respecting sin, and the origin of it; the 
temptation of our first parents; the providence 
of God; the state of men hereafter, when they 
will be brought into still closer connexion with 
spirits; these and other subjects are nearly re- 
lated to the doctrine under consideration. 

4. A critical investigation of this subject, in 
which the declarations of the holy scriptures 
should be made the chief object of attention, 
would tend to free men from many superstitions 
which are in the highest degree injurious. In 
this view, this doctrine deserves the special at- 
tention of the teacher of religion. For the 
mistakes which have prevailed with regard to 
the agency of angels, and especially of bad an- 
gels, have been a most fruitful source of super- 
stitions destructive of the happiness, virtue, and 
piety of mankind. To correct these supersti- 
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tious mistakes, and at the same time to teach 
with wisdoin and judgment what we are taught 
in the Bible with regard to the agency of angels, 
is the duty of the Christian minister. 


Il. Introductory Historical Remarks. 


The idea that there are certain spirits inter= 
mediate between God and the human soul, and 
employed as the instruments of Divine Provi- 
dence, is very widely diffused among men, and 
has often attracted the attention and elicited the 
inquiries even of philosophers. The opinions 
of the Hebrews upon this subject are the prin- 
cipal object of our present attention; still, as 
the opinions both of Jews and Christians may 
be illustrated by those of other nations, we shall 


bestow some attention upon the latter. (Prom 
the writings of Moses we are justified in con- 
cluding that the early ancestors of the Israel- 
ites—the patriarchs, received vy revelation some 
more full and particular knowledge respecting 
angels, which they transmitted to their descend- 
ants. But the conceptions which they formed 
on this subject—the images under which they 
represented angels to their own minds, as well 
as the expressions which they employed to de- 
signate their ideas—were influenced by the cir- 
cumstance of time and place in which they found 
themselves, and by their whole external condi- 
tion. To such circumstanceg the providence of 
God evermore conforms. God treats and go- 
verns men more humano, and adapts the revela 
tions which he makes to their comprehension 
and mode of thinking. Hence the variety in 
the manner in which the divine revelations aré 


made. ‘To illustrate the terms employed in the 
Bible on this subject, and some of the figurative 
representations which it uses, is the object of 
the following remarks. 

Jehovah was worshipped by the ancestors of 
the Israelites as a household god. 'They naturally 
conceived of him at that early age as resembling 
themselves. Vides.18. Whenever he acted, 
he conformed to the manner in which men act. 
He was not visibly present, but he knew all 
things, interested himself in the affairs of men, 
and employed himself actively among them. 
In pursuance of his purposes he also employed 
his servants, who according to the analogy above 
stated, were conceived of as household servants, 
belonging to the father of a family, and engaged 
in the execution of his commands, ‘They fre- 
quently acted in his name, as his ambassadors, 
and had committed to them the oversight, cave, 
and guardianship of men. This notion of them 
is discerned in all the ancient names by which 
they were called—viz., mm qxon, (messenger, 
ambassador,) 1 snwn, wis3 ey, Ps. ciii. 20, 21° 
Ps. civ. 4. They are commonly dnvistble, as 
God is; although, like him, when occasion re- 
quires, they can appear to men. Hence they 
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were regarded as spirzts, though not at that 
early period, in the strict and purely metaphy- 
sical sense of this term. Vides. 19, II. 

Such conceptions as these respecting spiritual 
agents being very familiar and deeply interest- 
ing to those at that age, would very naturally 
occur to them in their dreams. Now dreams 
were regarded by the whole ancient world as of 
divine origin, and as the vehicles of the divine 
communications to men. By seeing angels in 
_ their dreams, the belief of men in their existence 

was therefore still more strengthened. So in 
Homer, (Iliad, xxiii. 103, seq.,) Achilles was 
first convinced of the real existence of the souls 
of the departed in the under world by the appa- 
rition of the spirit of his friend Patroclus in a 
dream. And it was perhaps in compliance with 
the prevailing belief that dreams were sent by 
God to instruct mankind, that he actually made 
use of them as one vehicle of his revelations to 
Abraham, Jacob, and the other patriarchs. Vide 
Gen. xxviii. 12, &c. 
When the notion of angels had once become 
‘definite, and the belief of their existence con- 
firmed, theirsagency in human affairs was very 
naturally and easily determined. Everything 
which took place in such a way that the relation 
between cause and effect was not seen—every- 
thing which could not be assigned to a natural 
cause, was ascribed to the immediate agency of 
God, and of these his invisible servants. When 
God afforded assistance, especially in an un- 
usual, unexpected, and unhoped-for manner, he 
was supposed to do it through the instrument- 
ality of angels; and in general, when anything 
took place under the divine agency or permis- 
sion, the mediate causes of which were conceal- 
ed, angels were regarded, as the agents. In 
short, they were regarded as spirits engaged in 
the service of God, and employed as the instru- 
ments of his providence. And this is an opinion 
which the sacred writers do not merely record 
as having been held by others, and which they 
leave to depend upon its own merits, but which 
they themselves adopt as their own, and sanction 
with their own authority. Vide Gen. xvi. 7— 
12; 2 Kings, xix. 35 (the destruction in the 
Assyrian camp); Psalm xxxiv. 7; xci. 11, 12; 
Luke, xvi. 22; i. 13, 28; Heb. i. 14. 

But various objects in the material world, and 
even inanimate things, were also sometimes 
called the angels of God, because they were em- 
ployed by him:in the execution of his purposes. 
This appellation will appear more natural, if 
we consider that inanimate things, in which 
there appeared to be motion and a kind of self- 
actuating: power, were regarded by the ancient 
world as really possessing life and animation. 
Thus perhaps we may account for it that the 
appellation angel is so often figuratively applied 
to things of the material world by the Hebrews, 


especially in their poetic writings. Vide Ps 
Ixxviii. 49; civ. 4 (wind and lightning), coll. Ps, 
exlviii. 8, (cf. Morus, p. 89, Not. ad. s. 63) 1 
Chronicles, xxi. 14—163 Acts, xii. 23. 

The dwelling-place or principal residence of 
the angels was always represented as with God 
in heaven, the abode of the blessed. Hence in 
the scriptural division of the creatures of God 
into those in heaven and those on earth, angels 
are always enumerated with the stars, as belong- 
ing to the former class. So Ps. exlviii. 1—6, 
coll. ver. 7—13. 

2. When the Hebrews became acquainted 
with more powerful rulers than the heads of 
their families, and began to abandon their early 
patriarchal mode of life, they looked upon God 
in a different manner from what they had done 
before, and thought of him under the image of 
a mighty oriental monarch, and compared his 
dwelling and his providence with the palace, 
court, and government of a powerful earthly 
ruler. The terms which they now used, and 
the figures which they employed, were all bor 
rowed from this comparison. It is natural for 
men to compare God with the most elevated 
and powerful beings whom they see on the earth, 
and to pay to him those external services of 
reverence and homage which are paid to royal 
personages. Hence the name 42n, and other 
royal predicates, were now given to God. He 
was represented as the universal Lord and Judge, 
seated upon a throne, surrounded by hosts of 
angels and servants, ready to execute his com- 
mands, and standing before him in different 
offices, divisions, and ranks, distinguished 


‘among themselves, like other beings, in dignity 


and employment. This conception of the an- 
gels as standing in different ranks and offices 
is at the foundation of many of the figurative 
representations in the Bible; which representa- 
tions, however, though figurative, are intended 
to teach the truth that there are differences of 
rank and dignity among the angels, and that 
some have nearer access to God than others. 
Vide 1 Kings, xxii. 19; Isa. vi. 2; Dan. vii. 10; 
Luke, i. 19; Matt. xviii. 10. The same altera- 
tion took place in the external rites of divine 
service, which now became more complex and 
magnificent; and doubtless much of the in- 
creased splendour of the Jewish ritual may be 
traced to the influence of this comparison of God 
with an earthly king. In the matter of external 
service, God conformed, as far as he could do so 
without injury to the truth, to their conceptions 
and feelings. An earthly prince bears some 
resemblance to God, and the servants of Divine 
Providence to the servants and agents of a prince 
A useful work on this subject is Paulsen’s 
‘Regierung der Morgenlander ;”’ Altona, 1755, 
4to. 

3. The servants of princes are accustomed te 
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give azeount to their superiors of the state of 
the provinces over which they have charge, and 
of the good or ill conduct of those placed under 
their government, and are then employed by 
their superiors, in return, to dispense rewards 
and punishments. Now from the resemblance 
above noticed between a king and his servants 
and God and his angels, whatever was said in re- 
spect to the former was very naturally transferred 
to the latter. And so God is described as sending 
forth his messengers, bearing good or evil, pro- 
sperity or adversity, reward or punishment, to 
men, according to their deserts. Vide Ps. 
.xxvili. 49. Hence we may explain the fact 
that sickness and other calamities inflicted by 
God are ascribed in the scriptures to the angels, 
through whom, as his ministers, he inflicts 
them. Vide Ps. Ixxviii. 49; xxxiv. 8; 2 Kings, 
vi. 16,17. The angel of God is representod as 
the author of the pestilence in David’s time; 2 
Sam. xxiv. 163 coll.- Exod. xii. 13, 23. 

~It should be remarked here that in what is 
now extant of the writings of the Hebrews be- 
fore the Babylonian captivity, the title evi] an- 
gels does not properly denote beings who are 
morally bad in their own nature; but, on the 
contrary, spirits whose nature is good, and who 
on this very account are employed by God, and 
who, in whatever they perform, act under his 
will and direction. The reason of this title is 
to be found, therefore, not in themselves, but in 
the nature of the work in which they are em- 
ployed; and the very same angel is called evil 
or good, according as he has it in commisoion 
to dispense prosperity or adversity, rewards 
or punishments. So in Homer, when the deity 
inflicts misfortune, he is called xaxts daipwr, 
Odys. x. 64, coll. Il. xi. 61, xx. 87. Some 
have, indeed, attempted to shew that the Satan 
mentioned in Job, i. and ii., was an evil spirit 
in his own nature; but this is uncertain. He 
is not represented as being himself wicked and 
opposed to the designs cf God, but rather as a 
complainant or accuser. The whole representa- 
tion contained in these chapters seems to be 
taken from a human court and transferred to 
heaven. Vide Michaelis, in loc. 

It is not until the time of the exile, or shortly 
after it, that we find distinct traces of the doc- 
trine that there are angels who were once good, 
but who revolted from God, and are now become 
wicked themselves, and the authors of evil in 
the world. The probability is, therefore, that this 
doctrine was first developed among the Jews 
during their residence at Chaldea and shortly 
afterwards. The same thing is true of many 
other doctrines of the Bible which were not re- 
vealed at first, but were gradually made known 
by means of the prophets at later periods. We 
eannot, however, certainly prove that this doc- 
trine was wholly unknown to the Jews pre- 
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viously to the captivity. It is enough for us to 
know that after this time the Jewish prophets, 
as acknowledged messengers and ambassadors 
of God, themselves authorized it, and taught it 
in their addresses and writings; and that it is 
accordingly now to be received by us as a doc- 
trine of the ancient Jewish revelation. In bring- 
ing the doctrine concerning angels to a fuller 
development, the following cireumstances were 
made use of by Divine Providence. 

The Persians, and perhaps also the Chal- 
deans, (though this is more doubtful,) held the 
doctrine of dualism, which afterwards prevailed 
so widely in the Kast. his doctrine is, that 
there are two coeternal and independent beings, 
from the one of whom all good, and from the 
other, all evil proceeds. Now the doctrine of 
the Hebrews respecting good and bad angels, 
though it appears at first sight to resemble this, 
is essentially different, and cannot therefore have 
been derived from it. But when the Hebrews 
were brought under the dominion of the Persians 
it became necessary, in order to prevent them 
from falling into the wide-spread doctrine of 
their masters, that they should be instructed 
more minutely than they had previously been, 
or needed to be, with regard to good and bad 
angels. And so the later prophets brought to 
light the agency of good and bad angels in 
many events of the early Jewish history, with 
which angels had never been known to have 
had any connexion. The fall of man—e. g., 
had not been ascribed by Moses to the agency 
of an evil spirit; but this event was afterwards 
ascribed to the influence of Satan, and of this 
Christ himself approves in John, vill. Again; 
the numbering of the people by David is de- 
scribed in 2 Sam. xxiv. 1, as a crime to which 
he was given up by God, in angey against him ; 
but this same thing is afterwards ascribed in 
1 Chron. xxi. 1, to the direct influence of Sa- 
tan. In the same way many events were after- 
wards ascribed to good angels, whose agency 
in them had not before been known. Thus the 
giving of the law was not ascribed by Moses to 
the ministry of angels; and this fact is first in- 
timated in Psalm Ixviii. 17, and afterwards 
more clearly taught in the New Testament. 

Some periods of Jewish history were more 
remarkable than others for the appearance and 
agency of angels. The patriarchal age is de- 
scribed in the books written before the captivity 
as most distinguished for the visible appearance 
of angels among men, both with and without 
dreams and visions. During the age of Moses 
and Joshua, although angels are mentioned, 
they do not seem to have appeared. ‘The com- 
munications of God to men were at that time 
made mostly through the oracles of the pro- 
phets. Angels again appear during the period 
of the Judges. But after the time of Samuel 
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they do not again appear in the history of the 
Jews before the Babylonian exile; at which 
time, and shortly afterwards, they are once 
more introduced. Shortly before the birth of 
John the Baptist, angels were again very fre- 
quently seen, and many communications were 
made through their instrumentality. But the 
age of Christ and the apostles is distinguished 
above all others for the frequent appearance and 
interposition of angels, and especially for the 
agency of evil spirits upon the minds and bodies 
of men. In view of the whole we may say, 
with regard to the appearance of angels, what 
Paul said, Heb. i. 1, with regard to revelations 
in general, that they were morvuspws xau 70Av- 
T POTS. 

4. Other nations, ancient and modern, have 
entertained opinions respecting some interme- 
diate spirits, and their influence on the world and 
on man, somewhat resembling those of the 
{sraelites, though not necessarily derived from 
‘them. Such were the opinions of the Egyp- 
tians, according to the testimony of Diodorus 
Sieulus, and also of the Greeks. The latter, 
however, do not appear in the early stages of 
their history to have had the idea of interme- 
diate spirits or angels. The dacuoves of Homer 
are only Szov under a different name, though, in- 
deed, the offices assigned to them and to many 
of the gods by the Greeks are not more elevated 
than those assigned by the Hebrews and other 
nations to their angels or intermediate spirits. 
The Grecian philosophers, however, for the most 
part, believed that besides God and the human 
soul, and intermediate between them, there were 
other spiritual existences. They proceeded on 
the supposition, confirmed by so. many experi- 
ments and observations, that there is in nature 
a general conyexion or chain (setpa), by which 
all creatures are most intimately united together; 
that each class of beings borders upon and runs 
into others; so that there is no break in the de- 
scending scale from the highest to the lowest. 
When, therefore, they considered the immense 
interval between God and their own souls, they 
naturally concluded that it must be occupied by 
intermediate beings, subordinate to God, but 
superior to man; and that these beings must 
themselves exist in various degrees of perfection. 
Such appear to have been the opinions of Py- 
thagoras. According to the «« Carmina Aurea,” 
and Diogenes Laert. viii. seam. 23, he believed 
that besides the Supreme Being there were four 
orders of intelligences—viz., gods, demons, he- 
roes, and men. ‘To the first three he ascribed 
about the same offices as were ascribed by the 
Hebrews to their angels; so that his theory 
really seems somewhat to resemble the Biblical 
doctrine. Considerably different from these are 
the views of Plato. Some have indeed thoucht 
that they could see in the Phedrus of Plato, in 
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his book “ De legibus,’’ and in some other writ- 
ings of his, the traces of a distinction between 
good and bad demons. Bat this distinction, as 
Ficinus justly remarks, was first made by the 
followers of Plato, and especially by the Jews 
and Christians, who philosophized according to 
the principles of the new Platonic school, and 
was. then ascribed by them to their great master. 
The learned Jews of the first and second centu- 
ries of the Christian era, being conversant with 
the Grecian, and especially with the Platonic 
philosophy, adopted the doctrines of these dif- 
ferent schools, and connected them with the 
doctrines of the Jewish religion; and many 
Christian teachers proceeded in the same way, 
and connected the principles of the Platonic 
school, with regard to the doctrine of angels 
among others, with what they were taught from 
the Bible, and indeed endeavoured to interpret 
the Bible in accordance with these Platonic 
principles. Aristotle likewise admitted certain 
intelligences as intermediate beings between 
God and men, and his theory on this subject was 


adopted by the schoolmen. The stoics, too, 
allowed of some intermediate spirits. Epicurus, 
on the contrary, denied the existence of angels 
altogether; and in this he was consistent with 
himself, since he denied the providence of God, 
whose instruments these intermediate beings 
were supposed to be by other philosophers. 
Among the Jews, the Sadducees denied the ex- 
istence of angels. Vide Acts, xxiii. 8. They 
seem to have regarded the passages of the Old 
Testament in which angels are spoken of as 
figurative, and the whole account of them as 
"mythological. [The existence of angels has 
been wholly denied in modern times by Hobbes, 
Spinoza, and Edelmann. ] 

Note.—We have no great abundance of useful 
works on the general history of the doctrine of 
angels. Most of them take too confined and 
narrow a view of the subject. They merely re- 
cord the opinions of Jews and Christians, with- 
out shewing in what manner these opinions were 
developed and modified. Among these works 
are the following: Dr. Joach. Oporin, Erlatiterte 
Lehre von den Engeln; Hamburg, 1735, 8vo. 
Jac. Ode, De Angelis, Trajecti ad Rhenum, 
1739, 4to, (a book in which everything relative 
to this subject is brought together, but without 
judgment or discrimination.) Jo. Fr. Cotta, 
Diss. ii. historiam succinctam doctrine de an- 
gelis exhibentes; Tubinge, 1765—67, 4to. 
Also, Petavius, Theol. Dogm. tom. iii., and 
Cudworth, Syst. Intellectuale, c. 5, with the 
notes of Mosheim. There are some treatises of 
very unequal value in Hichhorn’s « Bibliothek 
der bib. Lit.’? and in Henke’s “Magazin fiir 
Exeg. Kirchengesch, u.s. w.’? The treatise of 
Ewald, entitled « Die Bibellehre von guten and 
bésen Engeln,” published in his « Christlichen 
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Monatschrift,”’ for the year 1800, s. 326, f. and 
395, f., deserves to be recommended to the pe- 
rusal of the Christian teacher. 


SECTION LIX. 


F THE APPELLATIONS OF ANGELS; THEIR NA- 
TURE; PROOFS OF TIIEIR EXISTENCE} THEIR 
CREATION AND ORIGINAL STATE; AND THE 
CLASSES INTO WHICH THEY ARE DIVIDED. 


I. Appellations of Angels. 


_ THe most common appellation given them is, 
Non, daNdo. The correspondent term in Hel- 
lenistic Greek is dyyenos, messenger, servant, 
envoy, ambassador. ‘This name is sometimes 
given to men who are engaged in any offices in 
the employ of others. Est nomen muNERIs, non 
nature, as is justly remarked by Morus, p. 86. 
Vide Num. xx. 14, 16; Josh. vi. 17; James, 
iil. 25. Hence ayyerou éxxanotas, in the Apo- 
calypse, and 33% dyyéros, (the disciples of 
Christ, the apostles,) in 1 Tim. iii. 16. The 
analogy upon which these names are founded 
has already been exhibited, s. 58, II. 1. 

Another name given to angels, besides these 
and others which are derived from their office 
and employment, is, oy7>x 123, children of God; 
Job, xxxviii. 7, «* Where wast thou when I laid 
the foundations of the earth—when the morning 
stars sang together, and the sons of God shouted 
for joy?” Here, indeed, it may be objected, 
that sons of God may be a poetic expression sy- 
nonymous with morning stars, with which it is 
parallel in the construction. But no such objec- 
tion lies against the passage, Job, i. 6, where a 
solemn assembly of the sons of God is described. 
And since even earthly kings were sometimes 
ealled sons of God, there can be no doubt that the 
Hebrew idiom would permit the application of 
this name to angels, the inhabitants of heaven. 
Hence they were called by the Jews familia Det 
ecclestis. Cf. Ephes. iii. 15, and Heb. xii, 22, 
23, where the souls of the pious dead are in- 
cluded in this heavenly family. 

Still another title, which, in the opinion of 
many, is given to angels, is ox. That this 
title may be given them is certain; since it is 
given even to rulers, judges, and all those who 
act as the vicegerents of God upon the earth. 
But the argument to prove that this title is ac- 
wually given to angels is mostly founded on the 
fact that the LXX. render the word oz, by 
dyyeror, in some texts of the Old Testament, 
where, however, the context does not make this 
rendering absolutely necessary. The texts cited 
are Ps. viii. 6, and xevii. 7, in both of which the 
original n»7by is rendered by the LXX. dyyex00— 
a rendering which is approved and retained by 
Paul, Heb. i. 6, and ii. 7. Iam at present in- 


clined to believe that even the original writer, 
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intended to denote angels by this title in both 
places, and especially in Psalm viii. 


Il. The Naiure of Angels. 


The only conception which we form of angels 
is, that they are spirits of a higher nature and 
nobler endowments than men possess. ‘They are 
described by Morus (p. 94, s. 14) as spiritus deo 
inferiores, hominibus superiores. In making our 
estimate of them, we must compare them with 
the human soul as the measure. ‘The human 
soul possesses understanding and free will, or, a 
rational and moral nature. Hence we conclude, 
vid eminentiz, that other spirits—angels and God 
himself—must possess the same; angels, ina 
far higher degree than men, and God, in the 
highest possible perfection. With respect to 
the nature of angels, we are informed in the 
Bible (a) that they far excel us in powers and 
perfections, Matt. xxii. 30, seq.; 2 Pet. ii. 11. 
(5) They are expressly called spirits (wvebyara 3) 
Heb. i. 14, avetuara revrovpyixa. And the at- 
tributes which belong to spirits—understanding 
and will, are frequently ascribed to them—e. g., 
Luke, xv. 10; James, ii. 19. 

Note.—The question, whether angels have a@ 
body, (more refined, indeed, than the human 
body,) is left undecided in the Bible. And the 
texts by which it has been supposed to be an- 
swered (Ps. civ. 4, and others) have no relation 
to this question. Still itis not improbable, from 
the prevailing opinions of the ancient world, that 
the sacred writers believed that angels some- 
times assumed a body in which they became 
visible to men. Vide Morus, p. 88, n. 2, supra. 
The arguments @ priort which are frequently. 
adduced in behalf of this opinion are ansatisfac- 
tory. Thus it is said, that as spirits angels 
could not act upon the material world without 
assuming a body. Butif God, asa Spirit, may 
act on matter without a body, why may not other 
spirits do the same? We cannot in any case 
determine, @ prior’, what can or cannot be done 
by spiritual beings. This question is therefore 
generally dismissed by modern theologians with 
the remark, that the body of angels, if they have 
one, must be very unlike the-human body. 
“The Christian fathers of the Platonic school 
ascribed to all spirits, the supreme God alone ex- 
cepted, a subtile body, so subtile as to be invi- 
sible to us, and imperceptible by any of our 
senses. So Justin the Martyr, Ireneus, Athen- 
agoras, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, and 
Augustine. They appear to have entertained 
about the same notion of the bodies of angels 
as the Greeks had of the bodies of their go?s, 
Vide Homer, Il. v. 339—342. Justin the Mar- 
tyr, (Dial. cum Tryph. Jud. c. 57,) and some 
others, believed that angels partook of heavenly 
nourishment, as the gods of the Gre« ks partook 
of nectar and ambrosia; that, like them, they 
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could at choice become visible or invisible to 
men, &c. The latter opinion is quite ancient, 
as appears from the account of Balaam in Num. 
xxii. 22—34, and from the representation of 
Homer, in the Odyss. xvi. 160, seq., where 
Minerva is visible to Ulysses, and not to Tele- 
machus— 


Od yép mw mivrecot Seot hatvovrac évapysi,- 


The ass, however, in the one case, wud the 
dogs in the other, perceived the apparition, and 
were frightened. So again in tHe Iliad x. 198, 
Achilles beheld Minerva, who stood befor» him, 
ray 8 GARov overs dparo. 

At the second Nicene Council,.in the wear 
787, it was established as a doctrine of +a va- 
tholic church, that angels have a thin bedy of 
fire or air. Afterwards, however, Peter of Jion- 
“bardy, (Sent. 1. ii. dist. 8,) and many otha 
schoolmen, maintained the opposite opinion, 
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Acts, xxiii. 8. The Pharisees believed in the 
existence of angels, and contributed by theit 
jof'nence to render this doctrine almost univer- 
sally prevalent among the Jews. In this parti- 
evlar, Jesus and the apostles agreed fully with 
the Pharisees, as appears from innumerable 
texts inthe New Testament. In Matt. xxii. 30, 
Christ expressly and designedly professes his 
belief in the existence of angels, in the presence 
of the Sadducees; also in Matt. vill. 28—34. 
Paul, too, as is very clear from his writings, 
believed im the real existence of angels, and re- 
tained and sanctioned, as a Christian and an 
apostle, !reny opinions on this subject which 
he had lezrned in the schools of the Pharisees. 
Thus, for cvample, both he and Stephen (Acts, 
vii. 53) held, in common with the Pharisees, 
that the Mevseie law was given through the 
ministry of angels, Gal. iii. 19; Heb. ii. 2. 
And he labors through the whole of the first 


and held that angels had no body of their own | two chapters cf the epistle to the Hebrews to 
(corpus proprium,) but could assume one in| vrove that Jesus Christ was superior to the an- 
order to become visible. So Gassendus repre- | gels, and a messenger of God of a more exalted 


sents that they assume corpora extraordinaria, 
when they design to act upon the material 
world. This opinion of the schoolmen respect- 
ing angels was founded upon the philosophy of 
their great master, Aristotle, who makes his in- 
telligences entirely ineorporeal. Vide s. 58, ad 
finem. 


Ill. Proofs of the Existence of Angels. 


1. Some theologians and philosophers have 
undertaken to prove the existence of angels by 
aguments @ priort. ‘Their most plausible argu- 
ment is that derived from the unbroken grada- 
tion and chain in which all beings are seen to 
exist—an argument which was employed: by 
many even of the ancient heathen philosophers. 
Vide s. 58, If. 4. But although the possibility 
of the existence of angels cannot be disproved 
by any valid arguments @ priori, so neither can 
the reality of their existence be proved satisfac- 
torily by arguments of this nature. All that 
such arguments can do is, to render probable 
that which must depend for proof on different 
evidence; but to deny the existence of angels 
on the ground of arguments @ priori, is ex- 
tremely absurd. Cf. Morus, p. 86,s.3. These 
proofs are stated, after the method of Wolf, by 
Reinbeck, in his « Betrachtungen tiber die Augs. 
Conf.” th. i. s. 298; and also by Ewald, in a 
treatise on this subject. 

2. The sacred writers affirmed the existence 
of angels so clearly that it is hardly credible 
that any one should seriously doubt their opi- 
nions on this subject. He might as well doubt 
whether Homer, who speaks of the gods on 
every page, really believed in them. Jesus and 
the apostles rejected the doctrine of the Saddu- 
cees, that there are no angels, as a gross error, 


character than they, His meaning cannot be, 
am some have strangely supposed, that Christ 
was superior to beings whom he supposed to 
exist merely in the fancy of the Jews. He has 
so in‘erwoven the theory of the Pharisees with 
his avr instructions ci this subject, as plainly 
to shyv that while he cid not countenance 
those f,tulous representations, with which he 
must ceit¥nly have beer ocquainted, in their 
schools, 4: yet regarded tho‘, Joctrine as essen 
tially true. 


IV. The u' ¢wWion of Angels; trex Perfections, 
and Number. 


1. The B:t\+ teaches us nothirg definitely 
respecting th’ «vigin of angels. Bat when it 
represents all things as coming irom God, it 
must clearly be nx lerstood to imply that angels 
also derive tkeir exixtence from him. Pan! save 
expressly, Col. i. #6, God made all things, 
visible and énvisible. © Their creation is not 
indeed, mentioned by Voses in his account of 
the creation. And ashy «ndertakes to describe 
the creation of only the «1~/e world, their crea 
tion did not come within tNe compass of his 
plan. Vides. 49. 

The question has been as\ed, On which dap 
of the creation were the ang>’s made? and ai 
least an historical view of the opinions enter- 
tained on this subject must here be exhibited. 
(a) Some have held, that the enu«ls were cre- 
ated before the visible world, and that this is 
the reason why Moses does not mention them. 
Of this opinion were Origen, Chrysosion). Hie- 
ronymus, John of Damascus, and otbers among 
the ancients; and among the moderns. Jeil 
mann, Michaelis, and others. (b) Others bale 
that angels were created after man, because the 
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Creator proceeded in his work from the lower 
to the higher; and so, as his last upon the earth, 
created man. So Gennadius, in the fifth cen- 
tury. Butthis opinion was opposed by Augus- 
tine. It has been advocated in modern times 
by Schubert of Helmstadt. (c) Others still 
maintain that angels were created on the first 
of the six days, when, as they suppose, the hu- 
tan soul and other simple and incorporeal 
beings were made, and were stationed as spec- 
tators, o employed as assistants, of the remain- 
ing work, So Theodoret of Mopsvestia, Augus- 
tine, Peter of Lombardy, and others; and in 
modern times, Calovius, who appealed to Job, 
Xxxvill. 7, (vide No. I.,) Seiler, and others. 
Some hold that they were created on the fourth 
day, because the sun, moon, and stars were then 
created, in connexion with which angelie spirits 
are always enumerated. ; 

2. The perfections with which angels were 
endued can be ascertained only from the analogy 
of those of the human soul. Vide No II. and 
Morus, p. 88, s. 9. Their intellectual powers 
must be greater than our own; they must pos 
sess more strength of thought and clearness of 
conception. Their moral powers, the perfections 
of their will, must also be greater than ours. 
For them, therefore, to persevere in holiness, 
must accordingly be easier than for men; and 
hence the guilt incurred by them in their fall is 
represented as far greater than that incurred by 
men in their apostasy. We are unable, however, 
to determine the exact measure of angelic 
powers and excellences. From the fact that 
men have a state of probation (status gratiz) 
allowed them, in which their virtue may be ex- 
ercised and confirmed, and from which they 
pass to a state of perfection, enjoyment, and re- 
ward, (status gloriz,) we conclude, that the 
case is the same with regard to angels. The 
New Testament says nothing expressly respect- 
ing the perfections of angels, except that they 
possess greater strength and power than men; 
Q Pet. ii. 11, toyvii xac Suvdper mecCoves. Hence 
the phrase dyyeace Surduews, 2 Thess. i. 7. 
Hence also the word dyyeros is used adjectively, 
like @cds, to denote the excellence’ of a thing; 
2 Sam. xiv. 17, 20, the wisdom of angels; Ps. 
Ixxvili. 25, the food of angels; Acts, vi. 15, 
the face of angels. 

3. The number of the angels is by some re- 
presented as very great; and they justify this 
representation by arguments a priort. God has 
made, they say, a great number of creatures of 
all the different kinds, even in the material 
world; and it is therefore just to suppose that 
in the more exalted sphere of spirit the creatures 
of his power are still more numerous. And, 
indeed, the Bible always describes God as sur- 
rounded by a great multitude of heavenly ser- 
vants. Vide Dan. vii. 10; Ps. Ixviii. 17; Jude, 
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ver. 14; Matt. xxvi. 53. Cf. s. 58, and Morus, 
p- 89, note. 
V. Division of Angels. 

Angels are divided into good and evil in refer- 
ence to their moral condition. There is no dis- 
tinct mention of apostate angels in the Bible be- 
fore the Babylonian captivity; though from this 
silence it does not follow that the idea of them 
was wholly unknown to the ancient Hebrews. 
Vide s. 58, I]. 3. This idea, however, even if 
it had before existed, was more distinctly re- 
vealed and developed at the time of the exile, 
and afterwards. It was sanctioned by Christ 
and the apostles, and constituted a part of their 
faith, as really as it did of the faith of the Jews 
who were contemporary with them. The name, 
evil or bad angels, was taken from Ps. ]xxviii. 
49, the only passage in which it occurs in the 
Bible; though even in this passage it does not 
denote disobedient angels, evil in a moral re- 
spect; for in this sense the phrase evz/ angels is 
never used in the Bible; nor, on the contrary, 
is the phrase good angels ever used to denote 
those who are morally good, though indeed they 
are sometimes called holy in this sense. But 
although this term is not derived from the 
sacred writers, but from the schoolmen, it should 
unquestionably be retained, since the meaning 
it conveys is wholly accordant with the doctrine 
of the Bible. The term angel is applied in the 
Bible to evil spirits only in reference to their 
former state, when they were still the servants 
of God. Vide 2 Pet. ii. 4. Since they have 
apostatized, they can no more, strictly speaking, 
be denominated his angels—i. e., servants, mes- 
sengers. On the contrary, they are called in 
the Bible, ayyerou zov dcaSorov, or tov Larayay 
Matt. xxv. 41, Rev. xii. 9. The phrase, bad or 
unclean spirits (not angels,) occurs frequently in 
the New ‘Testament, especially in the writings 
of Luke. Paul, too, uses the phrase xvevwaroxa 
77s tovnpias, Eph. vi. 12. Whenever the term 
ot wyyenoe occurs in the New Testament without 
qualification, good spirits or holy angels are al- 
ways intended; as Matt. iv. 11, where it is op- 
posed to duaBor0s. We proceed now to consider 
these tivo classes more particularly. 


CHAPTER I. 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE HOLY ANGELS. 


—_—— 


SECTION LX. 


OF THE PRESENT STATE AND EMPLOYMENT OF 
HOLY ANGELS. 


I. Their Present State. 


1, AncEs are properly regarded, according 
to the general remarks, s. 59, IV. 2, as beings 
possessing great intellectual excellenee—intelli- 
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gence, knowledge, and experience. Hence, 
whatever is great and excellent is in the Bible 
compared with them; great wisdom is called 
the wisdom of angels; excellent food, the food 
of angels; beautiful appearance, the appearance 
of angels. ‘Their advice is accordingly said to 
be asked for by God; they are summoned into 
council before him, and compose, as it were, 
his senate or divan. Cf. Job, i. andii. This 
does not imply that God needed their council ; 
but rather, that he wished to instruct and em- 
ploy them. 


We should beware, however, of exaggerated | 


conceptions of their knowledge, and should 
never ascribe to them anything like divine in- 
telligence and wisdom. We should not sup- 
pose, for example, that they are acquainted with 
the thoughts of men, or that they have a know- 
ledge which borders on omniscience. The 
Bible, while it describes their great superiority 
over us, still represents their knowledge as very 
limited and defective in comparison with the 
knowledge of God, and as capable of great in- 
crease. In Job, iv. 18, God is said to charge 
his angels with folly. In Mark, xiii. 32, the 
angels of God are said not to know the hour of 
the destruction of Jerusalem. 1 Pet. i. 12, eds 
G ExtSvporvguy dryyeyou Hapaxvpat. 

2. They are also described as possessing 
great moral perfection, which is called their holi- 
ness. Thus they are sometimes called aycou, in 
opposition to dxasaprour also éxrexrot, Deo pro- 
bati, elect, 1 Tim. v.21. Hence they take their 
greatest pleasure in witnessing and promoting 
integrity and virtue. In Luke, xv. 10, they are 
said to rejoice over the repentance of sinners. 
It is in general true, that the more advanced in 
holiness one is himself, the more pleasure he 
takes in that of others, the more interested is he 
in the diffusion of morality and piety, and the 
more distressed at the prevalence of vice. And 
if this is the case with man, how much more 
with spirits of a higher order! We see here, 
why the plan of redemption engages the interest 
of the whole spiritual world, and fills angels 
with delight and wonder when they contemplate 
it, as is represented in the New Testament; 
1 Pet. i. xii.; Eph. iii. 10. The angels are de- 
scribed as very actively engaged before and at 
the birth of Christ, Luke, i. They sung praises 
to God on this occasion, and announced his ad- 
vent to men, Luke, ii. With equal activity and 
interest they attended him during his life, mi- 
nistered to his wants, witnessed his passion and 
resurrection, and were interested in whatever 
concerned him. The union of so many natural 
and moral excellences in the angels is the rea- 
son why great wisdom is also ascribed to them. 

3. From what has now been said, we may 
determine what, in a general view, is their con- 
dition. It is always described as one of the 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


greatest happiness; for of this, their holiness, 
which is the essential condition of happiness in 
moral beings, renders them eminently suscepti- 
ble. Vide s. 51, Il, They are said in the 
Bible to stand in the most intimate connexion 
with God, and to behold his countenance conti- 
nually. Matt. xviii. 10. When the sacred 
writers would describe the blessednéss of which 
we shall hereafter be partakers, they do it by 
saying, that we shall then be like the angels of 
God ; ioayyeror, Luke, xx. 36. It is sometimes 
said, that the angels are now so confirmed in 
goodness that they cannot sin. We cannot sup- 
pose, however, that there is any absolute impos- 
sibility of their sinning; for this would be in- 
consistent with their freedom. It is true, in- 
deed, that they never will intentionally and 
deliberately commit sin, or wish to do so. Still 
to sin must be possible to them, and to all finite 
beings, in short, to all but God himself. 
Note.—The schoolmen, like the Rabbins be- 
fore them, proposed many questions on this 
subject which were wholly unanswerable; and 
many, too, which were extremely frivolous, 
which may also be justly said of the answers 
which they gave. Vide Morus, p. 88, n. 5. 
Among these questions were the following :— 
Whether an angel could be in more than one 
place at the same time? Whether more than 
one angel could be in the same place at the same 
time? Whether they spake the Hebrew lan- 
guage, or what language was meant by the 
yroooae dyyéxov, spoken of 1 Cor. xiii. 12 


Il. The Employments of Holy Angels. 


They are represented in the Bible as the ser 
vants of Divine Providence, and as chiefly em- 
ployed in promoting the good of men. The 
text, Heb. i. 14, teaches explicitly that they are 
all spirits, engaged in the service of God, and 
employed by him for tle good of those whom 
he will save. In Matt. xxvi. 53, we read that 
God could have sent more than twelve legions 
of angels to the service of Christ. Cf. Matt. 
xvili. 10; and also Psa. xxxiv. 7, and xci. 14, 
where it is said that they encamp about the 
righteous, and bear them up in their hands, both 
of which are proverbial phrases. These are the 
general representations contained in the Bible 
respecting the employments of angels; and be- 
yond these the teacher of religion should not at- 
tempt to go in the instructions which he gives. 
There are two cautions which it may be well for 
him to suggest in connexion with this subject. 

(a) We are unable, in any particular cases 
of providential protection or deliverance which 
may occur at the present time, to determine 
whether the ministration of angels has been em- 
ployed, or how far their intervention has extend- 
ed. It is sufficient for us to know that we are 
watched over and provided for by the providence 
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of God, and thet his angels are employed in 
our behalf; and it is of no importance to us to 
be informed of the particular cases in which 
their agency is exerted. If we may believe that 
God is not confined to the established course of 
nature, that he may sometimes turn aside and 
afford us special and extraordinary assistance, 
protection, deliverance, and instruction, through 
the instrumentality of his angels, as we are 
clearly taught to believe in the Bible, this surely 
must be sufficient to comfort and encourage us 
during the dangers and difficulties of life, even 
if may not know when and how these services 
are performed. 

(5) We are not to conclude that because ex- 
traordinary appearances and interpositions of 
angels are recorded in the holy scriptures as 
having taken place in former times, similar oc- 
currences are to be expected at the present day. 
The events described in such passages as Matt. 
i, 245 il. 135 Luke, i. 11, 26; it. 9; xxii, 43; 
Acts, xxvii. 23; should be exhibited by the re- 
Jigious teacher, as real occurrences, indeed, but 
as peculiar to that day. This is far better than 
to attempt to explain away the obvious meaning 
of these passages, as has often been done, to the 
great injury of the interests of truth. 

Moreover, the Bible does not teach that an- 
gels are present with men at all times and under 
all circumstances, and that they are conversant 
uninterruptedly with our affairs. On the con- 
trary, they are generally represented as present 
and active only in extraordinary cases, in unex- 
pected events, the occurrence of which cannot 
easily be explained without supposing their 
agency. Vide Isaiah, xxxvii. 36; Acts, xil. 7. 
Cf. s. 58, and Morus, p. 89. Hence we find them 
employed at the giving of the law, the last judg- 
ment, and other great events of this nature, as 
even the Jews supposed. Vide Matt. xiii. 39, 
At; xvi. 27; xxv. 31; 2 Thess. i.7. They are 
frequently exhibited, especially in the prophetic 
writings, in a symbolical and parabolical man- 
nr; and much which is there said concerning 
them must be understood as merely figurative 
representations—e. g., Isa. vi. 1, seq.; Dan. x. 
13; Zac. iii. 1; Luke, xvi. 22. But at the 
ground of all these figurative and parabolical 
representations lies the truth, that angels are 
actively employed for the good of men. The 
source of the imagery contained in these pas- 
sages has already been pointed out in s. 58. 
We cannot, however, leave this subject without 
considering more fully the opinions which have 
been entertained respecting two particular of- 
fices or works ascribed to angels. 

1. One of these offices is that of guardian 
angels. ‘The general notion of them is, that they 
are appointed to superintend particular countries 
and provinces of the earth, and also to watch 
over individual men, and administer their con- 
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cerns. We find no clear evidence that this doc- 
trine was held by the Jews before the Babylos 
nian exile; and many suppose that they adapted 
it for the first time in Chaldea. The origin of 
this opinion at that time is accounted for on the 
supposition that angels were compared with the 
viceroys who ruled over the provinces of the 
vast oriental kingdoms. We find, indeed, the 
doctrine that angels were guardian spirits, in a 
general. sense, developed in the earlier books of 
the Old Testament; but not so clearly the opi- 
nion that each particular man and country had 
an angel as an appropriate and permanent guar- 
dian. The guardian spirit (~>n yop) ~men- 
tioned Job, xxxiii. 23, as promoting the virtue 
of man, and interceding for him when he lies 
desperately sick, does not seem to be one among 
many of the same kind, but altogether extraor- 
dinary. He is supposed by some to be a man. 
Vide Dathe and Schultens, in loc. Those, 
however, who are spoken of in Dan. x. 13, 20, 
are unquestionably guardian angels over parti- 
cular countries and people. Daniel, ina vision, 
beholds Michael, the guardian angel of the Jews, 
contending with the guardian angel of the Per- 
sian empire. In whatever way this passage 
may be interpreted, it discloses the idea that 
angels were intrusted with the charge of parti- 
cular countries and people. This idea was so 
familiar to the Seventy, and so important in their 
view, that they introduced it surreptitiously even 
into their version of the Pentateuch, and thus 
contributed to its wider diffusion—e. g., they 
rendered the passage, Deut. xxxil. 8, 9, xara 
GpiSpuov dyyénwov Ocov. And pyi>x-923, Ytor Ozov, 
Gen. vi. 2, is rendered by Philo and Josephus 
ayyenor @cov Cf, Gen. xi.1,2,5,9. They 
supposed that evil spirits reigned over heathen 
countries—an opinion respecting which we shall 
say more hereafter. The Rabbins held, that 
there are seventy people and as many languages, 
over which seventy angels preside. Vide the 
paraphrase of Jonathan on Gen. xi. and Deut. 
xxxii. This idea was the source of many other 
representations. Every star, element, plant, 
and especially every man, was now supposed to 
have an appropriate angel for a guardian. 

We find some traces of the latter opinion— 
viz., that every man had his own guardian an- 
gel, even in the New Testament. In Acts, xii. 
15, when they could not believe that it was 
Peter himself who appeared, they said, 6 ayyeAos 
aivoo éotw. But Luke merely narrates the 
words of another, without assenting to the opi- 
nion expressed. Vide Wetstein, inloc. Some 
suppose that in Matt. xviii. 10, Christ himself 
utters and sanctions the opinion in question: 
“Their (uexpav) angels behold the face of my 
Father.” But neither does this passage author- 
ize the opinion that each particular man has his 
appropriate guardian angel. Their angels may 
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mean, those who guard and preserve them when- 
ever and wherever occasion might require; ac- 
2ording to Heb. i. 14; John, i. 51. It does not 
necessarily imply that there is a particular angel 
appointed to guard each individual man and to be 
his constant attendant. The word pexpor, which 
primarily signifies children, means also those who 
have the disposition of children, and are therefore 
liable to be despised and abused. Vide ver. 14 
and Matt. xi. 11. The meaning of the whole 
passage may be thus expressed:—As we are 
very careful not to offend the favourites of those 
who stand high in favour with earthly kings, 
we should be still more careful not to offend the 
favourites of Divine Providence—the humble 
pious—who are intrusted to the special care of 
those who stand high in the favour of God, (who 
behold his face.) 

The Jews believed, moreover, that angels ad- 
ministered the affairs of men before God, brought 
their supplications and complaints to him, &c. 
Many of these opinions afterwards prevailed in 
the Christian church, and are found in the writ- 
ings of the earlier Christian teachers. , Much is 
said respecting the care of angels over particular 
kingdoms of the earth by Clement of Alexandria, 
(Strom. b. 7,) Origen, (Contra Cels. b. 4 and 
8; also b. 5, 10, 26, 30, 31; Homilia 11 in Nu- 
meros; and in Gen. homil. 9,) and Eusebius, 
(Demonstr. Evang. iv. 7, seq.) The latter 
speaks of the care of angels over seas, fruits, &c. 
The angel of fire is spoken of, in conformity 
with the opinions of the Jews, in Rev. xiv. 18; 
the angel of water, Rev. xvi. 5; John, v. 4. 
Similar passages respecting the guardian angels 
of particular countries and people occur in the 
writings of the Platonists, Jamblicus, Julian, 
and others. Vide the work of Ode, before cited, 
s. 779, ff. Much is said respecting the guardian 
angels of particular men, by Hermas, Pastor, b. 
ii., and Origen, who says, among other things, 
(Adv. Celsum, i. 8,) that the angels bring the 
prayers of men to God, according to the opinion 
ofthe Jews. Sosay Eusebius, Basilius, Hiero- 
nymus, Augustine, Chrysostom, and most of 
the schoolmen; and among protestant theolo- 
gians, Baier, Er. Schmidt, Gerhard, and others. 
This idea of guardian spirits was likewise 
widely diffused among the ancient Greeks and 
Romans. Itis found in the writings of Hesiod, 
though not in Homer, It was received, and 
philosophically discussed by Socrates, and by 
Plato in various of his works, .Plotinus, Por- 
phyry, Jamblicus, and Proclus, taught it in the 
manner peculiar to the new Platonists. It was 
likewise taught in a similar manner at Alexan- 
dria and the other schools of Christian philoso- 
phy, where the maxims of the new Platonists 
were adopted. ‘Thus this opinion was rapidly 
and widely diffused. 

2. The assistance of angels at the giving of 


‘ 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


the law. They are said to have been present 
on this solemn occasion, and to have been em+ 
ployed as the instruments through whom the 
law was given. Moses says nothing which 
either proves or disproves this opinion. But 
we find, in Ps. Ixviii. 17, that Jehovah was on 
Sinai with thousands of angels. We find also 
in the Septuagint version of Deut. xxxiii. 2, 
that God appeared at the g: ving of the law ot 
eupucicr—ére Seftav avrov ayyshou pet’ ootov. 
This opinion was universally received both 
among Jews and Christians at the time of the 
apostles, and sometimes occurs in the New 
Testament. Heb. li. 2, &:° ayyérwv nraAdets 
AOy0S, (i. Cy vopos.) Acts, vii..533; Gal. ii. 19; 
Suvarayels de’ @yyéxav. Now, because God em- 
ployed angels as his servants at the giving of 
the law, and published it through them, and, as 
the Jews supposed, governed the world, and 
especially the Jewish church, by them, Paul 
says, Heb. ii. 5, that the former world was sub- 
ject to angels, but the times of the New Testa- 
ment to Christ alone. The same opinion re- 
specting the giving of the law by angels is 
found in Josephus, Antiq. xv. 5. The Israel- 
ites, he says, received the law &’ dyyénwy zapa 


@cov. It is also found in the writings of the 
later Rabbins. Vide Wetstein on Gal. ili. 19. 
Ciaswoo. 


Note.-—The manner in which this whole sub- 
ject should be treated in practical discourse is 
well exhibited by Morus, p. 87, s. 3. The 
great principle which should be first of all in- 
culcated is, that Divine Providence aids those de- 
pendent on its care in various ways, and fre- 
quently in a way wholly unknown and inexpli- 
cable tv ws. This should be shewn by examples. 
Among other means, angels are employed, as 
we are taught in the Bible, for the good and 
safety of man. And since this is so, it is alike 
our duty and privilege to live quietly and peace- 
fully, with trust in that Providence which em- 
ploys so many means, both of an ordinary and 
extraordinary nature, for the good of those whq 
comply with the conditions prescribed in the 
gospel. We need not be distressed even in 
view of death; but may go with a cheerful heart 
from this world into the next, knowing that we 
are attended by the angels of God, and shall be 
borne by them into the bosom of Abraham. 
Vide Luke, xvi. 22. 


SECTION LXI. 


OF THE CLASSES OF GOOD ANGELS 5 THEIR NAMES 3 
AND THE WORSHIP RENDERED THEM. 


I. Classes of Good Angels. 


Ancots are described as existing in a society 
composed of members of unequal dignity, 
power, and excellence; as having chiefs and 
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tulers, and, in short, as exhibiting all those dif 
ferences of rank and order which appear in 
human society, and among the courtiers and 
ministers of earthly kings. It is hardly conceiv- 
able that a great society should exist without 
higher orders, and those of a lower and sub- 
ordinate grade. Hence the Biblical represen- 
tations that angels are divided into various 
classes (ordines), over which chiefs are placed, 
and to which appropriate employments are as- 
signed. 

The conception is not clearly expressed in 
the books written before the Babylonian capti- 
vity, (vide s. 58;) but it is developed in the 
books written during the exile and afterwards, 
especially in the writings of Daniel and Zecha- 
riah. In Zech. i. 11, an angel of the higher 
order, one who stands before God, appears in 
contrast with angels of an inferior class, whom 
he employs as his messengers and agents. Cf. 
1.7. In Dan. x. 13, the appellations pesto ne, 
and in xii. 1, san 7, are given to Michael. 
The Grecian Jews rendered this appellation by 
the term dpyayyeros, which oceurs in the New 
Testament, Jude, ver. 9, and 1 Thess. iv. 16, 
where we are taught that Christ will appear to 
judge the world év gary apzayyéxov. This term 
denotes, as the very analogy of language teaches, 
a chief of the angels, one superior to the other 
angels; like dpytepets, apzeotpatnyos, apyeov- 
vayeyos. The opinion, therefore, that there are 
various orders of angels was not peculiar to the 
Jews; bat was held by Christians at the time 
of the apostles, and sanctioned by the apostles 
themselves. 

These distinct divisions in which angels are 
arranged according to their rank in the writings 
of the Jews of later times, were, however, either 
almost or wholly unknown to the Jews contem- 
porary with the apostles; in proof of which it 
may be mentioned, among other things, that 
Philo, who has much to say respecting angels, 
takes no notice of any such divisions. The ap- 
pellations, pyoly EEovoran, Svvapers, Spovor, xv- 
peornres, are indeed applied in Ephes. i. 21, Col. 
i. 16, and other parallel texts, as they often are 
in the writings of the Jews to the angels; but 
not to them exclusively, and with the intention 
of denoting their particular classes; but to them 
in common with aJl beings possessed of might 
and power, those visible as well as invisible, on 
earth as well asin heaven. The same is true 
of 1 Peter, iii. 22. A general division of angels 
into chiefs and subjects is indicated in Rev. xii. 
7, & Muzanr xai ov dyyenor adrov, those that be- 
lonwzen to his train, and were subject to him. But 
these general classes were greatly subdivided by 
the later Jews. ‘The fathers, too, under the in- 
fluence of their Platonic ideas, went far beyond 
the instructions of the Bible in classifying the 
angels, An example of this may be seen in the 
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work, De Hierarchia Calesti, which appeared 
about the fifth century, and was falsely ascribed 
to Dionysius Areopagita—a work full of the 
most extravagant fictions and conceits. This 
work was in high repute with Peter of Lom- 
bardy, Thomas Aquinas, and other schoolmen, 
who adopted its division of the angels into nine 
classes. 

The Cherubim (o.ayn9) and Seraphim(o 5") 
mentioned in the Old Testament have been con- 
sidered by some as forming classes of angels. 
Vide Morus, p. 87, s.4. But (a) Cherubim are 
not, properly speaking, angels, but originally 
hieroglyphical figures in the form of beasts; like 
the sphynx of the Egyptians, the bird-griffin, 
&c. They are represented as bearing God when 
he rides over the heavens, in order to shoot his 
lightnings, and hence are always mentioned 
when tempests are described, Psalm xcix. 1; 
Genesis, iii. 24. They thus came to be used as 
symbols of the divine majesty and power, and 
as such were placed over the ark of the cove- 
nant, as pillars of the throne, and engraven on 
the walls of the temple. They were variously 
composed of forms of men and beasts, (Eaa 
nomuoppa.) Vide Ezek. 1. 5, seq.; Michaelis, 
De Cherubis, equis tonantibus Hebreorum, 
Commentar. Soc. Scient. Gottinge, t. i. p. 157, 
seq. The four beasts (récoapa §ia) in the Apo- 
calypse (which in their form resemble the Che- 
rubim) are represented indeed as endowed with 
speech and reason, and as serving before the 
throne of God; and yet as distinct from the an- 
gels. Vide Rev. iv. 6, seq.; v. 8—14; vi. 1, 
seq.; Vil., xiv., xix. (b) The Seraphim appear 
only in the prophetic vision, (Isaiah, vi. 2, 6,) 
and there, judging from the analogy of other 
passages, would seem indeed to be angels who 
surround the throne of God; not, however, a 
particular class or order of angels; but in gene- 
ral, the nobles and princes of heaven; the name 


being derived from the Arabic Ld py to be 


noble, excellent. Cf. Job. i. and il. 


Il. Names of Good Angels. 


Wherever there are many of the same kind it 
becomes necessary to make use of appropriate 
names to distinguish one individual from an- 
other; and so it was with regard to the angels. 
Particular names are given to some of thern in 
the Bible, by which we are able to distinguish 
between them, and by which also, as some Jews 
and Christians have supposed, they are actually 
denominated in heaven. We find no names 
given to particular angels in the books of the 
Old Testament written before the Babylonian 
exile; they occur for the first time in the books 
written during the captivity and afterwards; in 
Daniel, and the Jewish and Christian apocryphal 
writings. These names are, Michael, Gabriel, 


214 


Raphael, Uriel, Jeremiel, Sealthiel, &c. The first 
two only, Michael and Gabriel, are found in our 
canonical books. Vide Dan. viii.—xii.; Luke, 
i, 19, 26; Jude, ver. 9; Rev. xii. 7. 


ILI. Worship of Good Angels 


It is well known to be a doctrine which still 
belongs to the creed of the Roman, and, to some 
extent, of the Grecian church, that angels, and 
indeed the souls of the pious dead, should be 
worshipped and invoked. ‘The teachers of these 
churches, however, always protest decidedly 
against paying divine worship to angels, and 
contend that a merely czvi/ homage should be 
rendered them, and that they should be suppli- 
cated to intercede for us with God. This, in 
itself considered, is not sinfiw/, as has been some- 
times unjustly asserted. It is not improper for 
me to request even a pious man now living to 
intercede with God for me, any more than it is 
improper for one to request a favourite at court 
to intercede for him with the king. The prac- 
tice of invoking the aid and intercession of an- 
gels proceeds on the supposition that they are 
intimately acquainted with the affairs of men, 
and hear the prayers offered up to them. But 
this supposition is unfounded; for angels are 
neither omniscient nor omnipresent. Vide s. 
60, II. To invoke their aid, therefore, before 
we know that they will hear our prayer, is as 
absurd as it would be for a subject at a great 
distance from court, and in the retirement of his 
own house, to supplicate the aid and assistance 
of the prince or minister, believing that his re- 
quest would be regarded. Hence it must appear 
that supplication to angels and saints is not so 
sinful as it is irrational. To these considera- 
tions we may add the following :— 

1, The Bible furnishes us with no example 
of the invocation of an absent angel. On the 
contrary, even a present angel is represented in 
Rev. xix. 10; xxii. 9, as seriously displeased 
with John, who fell down before him, because 
he was his brother, and, like him, employed in 
the service of God, (sivdovr0s.) Again; Paul 
teaches (Heb. ii. 5) that the Christian dispen- 
sation is not placed under the control of angels. 
We are instructed by the example of Jesus and 
the apostles to address our prayers directly to 
God and to Christ, and that we do not need the 
intercession and mediation of other beings. Re- 
specting the passage, Job, xxxiii. 23, seq., vide 
5 (OS UNG 

2. The propriety of this practice must like- 
wise be rendered very suspicious by the fact, 
which experience has abundantly established, 
that wherever the invocation of saints and angels 
is allowed, the great mass of mankind, notwiths 
standing all the protestations of their teachers, 
do actually render them, not merely civil ho- 
mage, but divine worship, and regard them very 
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much as the heathen do their gods. This has 
been seen ever since the worship of saints and 
images was introduced in the fifth and sixth 
centuries. 

The following remarks will shew how the 
worship of angels came to be authorized and, 
established in the church. It was an ancient 
Jewish opinion that angels were intermediate 
persons between God and men, that they con- 
ducted our affairs with God, and carried our de- 
sires and prayers before him. This opinion is 
found in the apocryphal writings, Tob. xii. 
12—15; also in the book of Enoch, and is al- 
luded to; Rev. viii. 3, 4. We do not find, how- 
ever, that the Jews at the time of Christ and the 
apostles ever worshipped the angels or invoked 
their aid. Some indeed thought (and so Peirce 
and Michaelis) that they found an allusion to 
the worship of angels in Col. ii. 18, 19, where 
Paul warns his readers against the zaztewvoppo- 
otyn, and the Spyoxeva Gyyéxay of some seditious 
persons of Jewish feelings. But cazewwoppoctvy 
and Spyoxéva ayyéxov here signify humility and 
worship, like that of angels, to which these per- 
sons pretended; like copia ayyéawy. Vide s. 
59, iv. 2, ad finem. It is synonymous with 
ESeroSpnoxera, ver. 23. What the Jews believed 
with regard to their angels, the Grecians, and 
especially the Platonists, believed with regard 
to their demons—viz., that they conducted the 
affairs of men with God, and laid our prayers 
and offerings before him. Hence this idea be- 
came more and more prevalent among the Gre- 
cian Jews and Christian teachers. It occurs in 
the writings of the fathers of the second and 
third centuries—e. g., in Origen, (Contra Cel- 
sum, vill. 36,) who says, in cap. 57 of the same 
work, that angels deserve honour and thanks 
from men, The Valentinians and other Gnos- 
tics are said by the ancients to have gone fur- 
ther, and to have rendered a kind of divine 
worship to the angels. But this was always 
very much disapproved by the catholic fathers, 
until the fifth and sixth centuries; as we see 
from the writings of Clement of Alexandria, 
Ireneus, Origen, Eusebius, Augustine, and 
Theodoret, and by the acts of the Council at 
Laodicea, about the year 360, Can. 35. But 
when at length the worship of images and saints 
came in vogue in the fifth and sixth centuries, 
we find that not only the great mass of the peo- 
ple rendered religious homage to saints and an- 
gels as to deities, but that even many Christian 
teachers expressed themselves in such an incau- 
tious manner as to justify this practice. Nota 
single respectable theologian, however, has ever 
directly defended it, nor is it now defended in 
the Romishchurch. The Trent Catechism cons 
tains the doctrine, 2ngelos pro tis provinciis prea 
ces fundere quibus presunt; and the Romish 
church teaches, that :t is proper to pray to angela 
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for holiness, and to seek their intercession in 
articulo moriis. Vide Jo. Himmelius, De Na- 
tura Vere ac Religiose Invocationis, Contra 
Barthold.; Nihusium, 1624. Protestant theo- 
logians—e. g., Brochmand and Baumgarten— 
have allowed that angels may give good coun- 
sel, awalien pious thoughts, and produce plea- 
surable emotions. 


CHAPTER II. 


OF THE FALLEN ANGELS, OR EVIL SPIRITS. 


SECTION LXII. 


OF THE EXISTENCE OF EVIL SPIRITS}; AND THEIR 
APOSTASY. 


In addition to the works of Ode, Cotta, and 
_ others, mentioned s. 58, note, the student should 
consult the following, in reference to the history 
of this doctrine. J. G. Mayer, Historia Diaboli, 
&e., Ed. 2; Tubinga, 1780, 8vo—a work in 
which the existence, condition, power, agency, 
&c., of evil spirits are considered, and in which 
the eommon doctrine is defended; and, on the 
other side, the work «* Versuch einer biblischen 
Damonologie, oder Untersuchung der Lehre 
vom Teufel und seiner Macht,” with a preface 
and appendix by Semler; Halle, 1776, 8vo; in 
which the agency of the devil is denied. Cf. 
the work of Ewald, above cited. Other works 
relating to some particular points in this doc- 
trine will be noticed,s. 65. [A complete view 
of the literature of this doctrine is contained in 
Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 67.] 


M L The Existence of Evil Spirits. 


It is undoubtedly true, as has been often con- 
tended, that the more savage and ignorant men 
are, the more slavish is their fear of such invi- 
sible beings, whether gods, angels, or of some 
other name, as are supposed to be evil and ma- 
lignant; and also that the belief in the existence 
and influence of such beings commonly de- 
ereases as science and civilization advance. 
Some of the ancient nations believed in only 
one evil spirit, while others conceived of many 
* such, under the government of one head. These 
were regarded as the authors of every description 
of evil, natural and moral, and to thei were 
‘attributed all the diseases and calamities with 
which men are visited. The doctrine of the 
Jews tespecting evil spirits, which has a general 
resemblance to that of other nations, though in 
many points it is entirely different, was not fully 
developed, as has been already remarked (s. 58, 
II. 3), until the time of the captivity. 

The existence of any such evil spirits at are 
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exhibited in the Jewish and Christian scriptures 
has been either doubted or wholly denied by 
some philosophers inevery age. The principa. - 
objections urged by them against the existence , 
of evil spirits are the following :— 

1. The idea of a spirit, by nature wise and in- 
telligent, and yet opposed to God, seems, they 
think, to involve a contradiction. But if this ° 
objection were valid with regard to angels, it 
must also hold true with regard to men; and it 
would be impossible to find a man highly intel- 
ligent and sagacious, and yet wicked.J [This 
is the principal objection upon which Schleier- 
macher rests his rejection of the common doc- 
trine respecting evil angels. If Satan were ac- 
quainted with God, and knew his power, he 
could not hope to succeed in opposing him; 
with all the high intelligence aseribed to him 
he must see the folly and ruin of wickedness, and 
repent, otherwise his understanding and his will 
would remain in fixed opposition; whereas the 
functions belonging to any real existence must 
be harmonious. Hence the conclusion is, that 
the idea of Satan, as a being possessed of high 
intelligence and yet opposed to God, contains 
logical contradictions, and cannot therefore be 
received. But if the existence of a depraved 
will be not inconsistent with the highest degree 
of intelligence with which we are acquainted in 
human beings, how can we tell that it may not 
be consistent with a far higher, and indeed the 
very highest, degree of finite intelligence? Be- 
sides, in a moral apostasy, though the defection 
of the will must precede the error of the under- 
standing, yet the error of the understanding is 
sure to follow; and the higher intelligence 
which angéls by nature possess may have be- 
come perverted by their fall, as is the case with 
men.—Tr.] 

2. There is no trace of a belief in the exist- 
ence of evil spirits, even among the Jews, until 
the time of the Babylonian captivity. [But if, 
as has been shewn in a previous section, there 
was no necessity for the revelation of this doc- 
trine before that time, and then it became neces- 
sary, the fact of its being previously unknown 
cannot, surely, be an argument against its truth 
when revealed. It is enough that it was at any 
time taught by inspired prophets.—Tr. ] 

[3. Connected with the foregoing objection, 
and perhaps implied in it, is another, which 
needs to be more fully stated. It is said, that 
the Biblical doctrine of a Satan is derived from 
the system of dualism so prevalent in the East, 
and is liable to the objections to which that sys- 
tem is exposed. This gbjection_is urged by 
Henke, Eckermann, and others of the same 
schoo]. But in answer to this it may be said, 
that even supposing the Biblical doctrine re- 
specting Satan to agree with oriental dualism, 
it does not follow that the former is untrue 
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If it is taught by inspired writers, it certainly 
does not become less true by having been taught 
by Zoroaster, and believed by the Persians, any 
more than the doctrines of God and divine pro- 
vidence are to be discarded because universally 
believed. But there are, it must be remembered, 
very obvious differences between the demonolo- 
. gy of the sacred writers and of the Eastern phi- 
tosophers. According to the latter, the two 
vrinciples of good and evil are co-eternal and in 
every respect equal; and it is from this repre- 
sentation that all the evils connected with ori- 
ental dualism result; and it is in this very point 
that it differs from the Biblical doctrine. Ac- 
cording to this, Satan himself, and all his le- 
gions, are creatures of God, dependent upon 
him, and trembling before him. Thus, although 
possessed of vast power, they are still under the 
entire control of the Ruler of the universe; and 
so our trust in him remains unshaken.—Tr. | 

4, Belief in evil spirits is confined, it is said, 
to rude and uncultivated men, and disappears 
as science and civilization advance, and ought 
therefore, in these enlightened times, to be 
wholly discarded. Butit should be remembered 
that learned men in enlightened periods some- 
times fall into errors, as well as ignorant men 
in barbarous ages, and that an opinion is not 
true merely because believed by the one, nor 
false because believed by the other. 

Those who deny the existence of evil spirits 
are called Ademonists. Many of these, who are 
hardly prepared flatly to oppose the authority 
of the inspired writers and to set aside their in- 
structions, undertake the useless labour of ex- 
plaining away the doctrine of the devil from the 
Bible, and in doing this resort to the most forced 
and unauthorized modes of interpretation. Vide 
Morus, p. 93, s. 13. 

[The modes of interpretation here alluded to 
were practised lone since by the Rationalists 
of the seventeenth century—the Cartesians, Spi- 
noza, and his friends. A good specimen of the 
manner in which these fathers of modern Ra- 
tionalism disposed of the instructions of the Bi- 
ble upon the subject of evil spirits is given by 
Stosch, in his « Concordia rationis et fidei,”’ p. 
8, s. 17: “Que de angelis et demonibus tam 
in s. scriptura quam historia humana traduntur, 
sunt partim somnia, partim visiones et appari- 
tiones, partim phantasmata, partim morbi, par- 
tim figmenta et illusiones.”” But the most plau- 
sible of all the systems of Ademonism is that 
by which Satan is made to denote, not a real 
existence, but some mode of moral evil. This 
system is well expressed by Ammon when he 
says, ‘¢Acquiescamus non tam in existentia et 
factis, quam nolione Satane,’? Sum. Theol. 
Christ. p. 105. The particular form of moral 
evil denoted by the word Satan is very various 
according to different authors, each of whom 
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modifies it to suit his own philosophical system. 
Thus, according to one, it is that disposition 
which pursues evil for its own sake, and not for 
any advantages with which it may be connect- 
ed—pertinacia in damnum proprium vel alienum 
agendi, absque illecebris carnis, vel mundi, sive 
gloriz vane. In the school of Kant, Satan 1s 
the EA of what is absolutely displeasing in the 
sight of God, and so is the direct opposite of the 
Son of God, who, according to Kant, is the iDEA 
of what is absolutely well-pleasing with God. 
Thus in each different system does Satan, at the 
option of the framer, assume a different form, 
and act a different part.—Tr. ] 

Our modern theologians have often chosen a 
middle course, and endeavoured to unite the 
opinions of those who totally deny the existence 
of demons, and of those who contend strongly 
for their existence and agency ; but, as is usual 
with those who endeavour to please opposite 
parties, they have given satisfaction to neither. 
In order to prevent the appearance of rejecting 
the authority of the holy scriptures, they admit — 
the existence of evil spirits, while, in order to 
avoid the difficulties to which the common doc- 
trine is liable, and to conform to the prevailing 
notions of the day, they deny that the devil can 
exert any power on men, at least at the present 
time, (a very necessary limitation for them to 
make;) that to us, therefore, it is all the same 
as if he did not exist; and that when Christ and 
the apostles spoke of the agency of the devil, 
they merely accommodated themselves to the 
popular superstitions of the Jews, while they 
themselves neither believed in demoniacal in- 
fluence, nor even, as some will go so far as to 
say, in the existence of a devil. (Of this num- 
ber, the most distinguished perhaps is Wegschei- 
der, who thus gives his views in his * Institu- 
tiones,” s. 106: * Verisimile est magistrum 
illum divinum rectius quidem de demonologia 
Judgzorum cogitantem, at formulis quibusdam 
usum symbolicis, regnum divinum regno dia- 
bolico oppositum adumbrantibus, que apud Ju- 
dos tune temporis pervulgate erant, a disci- 
pulis suis non satis intellectum fuisse, et ipsam 
providentiam divinam  posteritati doctrinam 
istam emendendam tradi voluisse.”? Cf. De 
Wette, Bib. Doom. s. 241.—Tr.] 

But these views are liable to very weighty 
objections ; for, 

(a) Since it was a great object with Jesus 
to free*mankind from hurtful prejudices, and 
especially, during his earthly ministry, to era- 
dicate the errors which prevailed among the 
Jews, we may be very certain that he would not 
have spared their belief in the existence and 
agency of the devil, if he had regarded it as false 
It is said, indeed, that it was necessary for him 
to indulge those prejudices of the Jews which 
he could not at once eradicate, and that when 
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he spoke of the influences of Satan it was merely 
in condescension to those deep-rooted Jewish 
prejudices. But an examination of his words, 
in the connexion in which they stand, will con- 
vince us that this was not the case. Christ 
does not merely forbear to contradict this prevail- 
ing doctrine, or merely allude to it incidentally, 
but he frequently brings it directly forward, and 
expressly teaches the existence of the devil and 
his agency upon men. Thus, for example, in 
John, viii. 38, 44, he speaks of the devil, with- 
out having the least inducement on the part of 
his hearers for so doing, and this in the very 
same discourse in which he demands from them 
implicit faith in everything which he says, on 
nis simple word, and in which he declares his 
utter abhorrence of all falsehood and deception. 
Vide ver. 38—47. And he frequently mentions 
this doctrine in his discourses, when he could 
have had no motive for doing so from a desire 
of pleasing his hearers, and siding with their 
prejudices. Vide Matt. xii. 22—31, 43—45; 
xiii. 39. Had not Christ himself believed this 
doctrine he would have introduced it as seldom 
as possible into his discourses, and would have 
thrown out hints here and there, by which the 
more discerning would have discovered that he 
himself entertained different opinions on the 
subject. It could not certainly have been 
through fear of any consequences injurious to 
himself attending the denial of this doctrine, 
that he was induced to indulge and authorize it ; 
since the Sadducees had before renounced it 
without experiencing persecution; and since 
Christ was never known in other cases to give 
way to any false or dangerous opinions, how 
much: soever the Pharisees and the Jewish peo- 
ple might have been attached to them. Thus, 
for example, he fearlessly opposed their doctrine 
respecting ¢raditions, though this was far more 
important in their view than the doctrine re- 
specting angels. 

(6) Christ himself informs us, that during 
nis life on earth he privately taught his disci- 
ples many things which were not to be pub- 
lished by them till after his ascension, (Matt. 
x. 26, 27;) and that much which he could not 
teach them, because they were unable to bear 
jt, would be communicated to them by the Pa- 
yacletus, John, xvi. 12, 138. But we do not 
find chat among these more familiar instruc- 
tions the disciples were taught that there is no 
devil, or that he is not the author of evil, or that 
he is destitute of all power. On the contrary, 
Christ expressly and particularly sanctions a 
belief in evil spirits, in presence of his disci- 
ples, (Matthew, xili. 39, seq. ; Luke, xxii. 315) 
und even mentions the fact that the prince of 
this world is judged, (not that there is no Satan, ) 
as one of those things of which the Holy Ghost 
would convince the world through their instru- 
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mentality. After the ascension of Jesus, the 
apostles made use of the same expressions and 
representations with regard to evil spirits which 
he himself had employed; as, 1 John, iii. 83 
1 Pet. v. 8; and often in the Acts. With what 
freedom and fearlessness does Paul often attack 
the prevailing prejudices and superstitions of 
the Jews and Greeks! But so far is he from 
either opposing this doctrine, or merely passing 
it by unnoticed, that he expresses his own be- 
lief in all the essentials of the Jewish demon- 
ology; Ephes. ii. 1, 2, seq.;. vi. 11, seq. et 
passim. ‘The apostles, indeed, held this doc- 
trine in a manner somewhat different from that 
in which it was held by the Jews, and diseard- 
ed many of their gross and fabulous representa- 
tions; but yet, as it must appear from what has 
been said, they themselves really believed it. 
Our modern philosophers are at liberty to follow 
their own convictions upon this subject, and to 
reason upon their own principles; but they are 
not at liberty to ascribe their hypothesis to 
Christ and the apostles, nor to impose upon the 
common people this boasted wisdom, which 
they will never relish, and by which they will 
be rather confounded than enlightened. 

Our belief of this doctrine must rest ulti- 
mately on our conviction of the divine mission 
of Christ in its most full and proper sense. If 
we receive him as a divinely-commissioned 
teacher, we must abide by his decision on this 
subject as well as on all others, whatever diffi- 
culty we may find inthe way. Otherwise, we are 
driven to the alternative of saying either that 
Christ did himself believe and teach the exist- 
ence of evil spirits, though they do not exist,— 
in which case he is not an infallible teacher,— 
or, that Christ did not himself believe, but yet 
taught the existence of evil spirits, in which 
case his moral character is impeached. ‘The 
same is true in regard to the apostles. 

Note 1.—In confirmation of the remark of 
the author, that our belief of this doctrine must 
depend ultimately on the testimony of Christ, it 
may be said that the attempts which have been 
made to prove the existence of evil spirits by 
arguments @ priori, have proved as unsuccess- 
ful as the attempts to disprove it by arguments 
of the same nature. The most noted attempt of 
this kind is, perhaps, that made by Heinroth, in 
the last chapter of his late work, ‘* Ueber die 
Wahrheit.” He there endeavours to demon- 
strate the existence of evil spirits from the apos- 
tasy of man, which he thinks can be accounted 
for only on the supposition that he was tempted 
by a being who had previously fallen. Man 
was made pure and holy, and could therefore 
find no inducement to disobedience from anv 
thing in his own nature. The inducement to 
sin must therefore have come to him from with- 
out; and as he acts only in view of seeming 
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good, he must have been made to believe that 
transgression would conduce to his advantage ; 
in short, he must have been deceived. But he 
could not have been deceived by God, nor any- 
thing in the world in which he was placed, 
which is a work and revelation,of God; and if 
deceived at all, therefore, it must have been by 
an older apostate, a spirit of evil, a father of lies ; 
and only on the admission of such a spirit can 
the incontrovertible fact of the fall of our race 
be in any way accounted for. But, in the first 
place, this temptation does by no means account 
for that moral act in which the essence of the apos- 
tasy consisted. A change in man’s moral charac- 
ter must have already taken place, before trans- 
gression could have been made alluring. With- 
out this previous defection of his will from God, 
and the consequent disorder of his powers and 
darkness of his mind, he could have seen no at- 
traction in what was forbidden, and could have 
looked upon the inducements to it, as Christ 
did, only with abhorrence, and certainly never 
would have preferred them to the infinitely 
stronger inducements which the government of 
God holds out to the obedient; and even if, 
without this change, he had yielded to the in- 
fluence of some delusion from without to which 
he had been subjected, he would have been 
chargeable with mistake only, and not have been 
guilty of sim. And, in the second place, the 
agency of a tempter, though employed as a mat- 
ter of fact in the apostasy of man, is not abso- 
lutely necessary to account for it. If the fall 
of Adam cannot be accounted for except by the 
influence of temptation, neither can that of 
Satan; and the tempter himself must have been 
before tempted and deceived. But if Satan—a 
spiritual existence, and stationed near the 
throne of God—could have apostatized without 
having been drawn away by an older apostate, 
certainly this may be supposed of Adam, in 
whom, both from his nature and his circum- 
stances, apostasy must have been more proba- 
ble. The argument of Heinroth is liable, 
therefore, to the twofold objection, that the 
agency of a tempter does not fully account for 
the apostasy of Adam, and that it is not neces- 
Sary to account for it, since the tempter him- 
self fell without any such agency, though pos- 
sessed of a nature and placed in cireumstances 
far more favourable to obedience.—Tr. ] 


Note 2.—Since demons and their influence: 


are mentioned so frequently in the New Testa- 
ment, the doctrine which relates to them ought 
not to be omitted in popular instruction. If it is 
passed by, the common people will fall into 
very erroneous and superstitious notions with 
regard to evil spirits. The truth ought there- 
fore to be exhibited with wise caution, in such 
a way as to obviate both unbelief and supersti- 
tion, to rectify false views, and yet so as to 
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leave the authority of the Bible uninfringed, 
and the whole sense of scripture unperverted 
The following is the simple scriptural view of 
this subject which the religious teacher should 
exhibit:—(a) Christ, by his death and the 
gracious dispensation which he administers, has 
taken away from the devil the power of injur- 
ing his true followers; those, therefore, who 
are sincerely pious towards God, and believers 
in Christ, and followers of his instructions, have 
nothing to fear. (b) The existence of demons 
and their influence may, however, furnish us 
with motives to piety and virtue, and serve to 
deter us from vice and corruption If we are 
pious, we are citizens of the kingdom of God; 
if wicked, citizens of the kingdom of Satan—re- 
presentations by which the states of moral good- 
ness and badness are figuratively described. 
Vide Morus, p. 90,s.8, seq. [Cf. Bretschneider, 
Handbuch, b. i. s. 723.] 
II. Apostasy of Evil Spirits. 

All the angels, according to the Jews and the 
writers of the New Testament, were placed ori- 
ginally in a state of innocence and holiness; 
some of them afterwards sinned, apostatized from 
God, and were consequently punished. Respect- 
ing the time at which this apostasy took place, 
or in what the sin of the fallen angels consisted, 
we are not clearly informed in the scriptures ; 
hence very different opinions have been enter- 
tained on these subjects. 

1. Some suppose that the first sin of the 
apostate angels was the temptation which they 
offered to the progenitors of the human race. 
This opinion has been advocated in modern 
times by Cocceius, Vitringa, Heilmann, Schmid 
of Wittenberg, and others. The devil is not in- 
deed expressly mentioned in the narrative in 
Gen. ili.; but after the Israelites were made bet- 
ter acquainted with the nature and influence of 
evil spirits (s. 58), they always supposed that 
they were intended in this passage, and that 
death and sin had come into the world by Satan. 
So the Book of Wisdom, ii. 24, and the New 
Testament everywhere. They accordingly re- 
garded the devil as the tempter; but it does not 
appear that they regarded the temptation as his 
first offence, that by which he first rebelled 
against God. On the contrary, they seem to 
presuppose that he was previously wicked. The 
passage, John, viii. 44, cannot therefore be em- 
ployed, as Heilmann has employed it, in support 
of this opinion. The sense of this passage may 
be thus given:— You resemble the devil in 
your dispositions and conduct, (éx vow arog 
zov Sva8drov éozé;) he was a murderer from the 
beginning, (drSpeztoxrovos ax’ apx7s, alluding ta 
the murder of Abel by Cain, Gen. iii.; 1 John, 
ili, 12, and other events,) and remained not in 
the truth, (the knowledge and worship of God, 
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x moral rectitude, or both united 3) the love of 
‘ruth and integrity is not in him; it is his plea- 
sure to speak and propagate falsehood and error, 
— (vo Yevdos, Rev. xxi. 27; xxii. 15;) for he is 
the author (warzp) and patron of falsehood and 
error, (unbelief, superstition, and immorality, of 
which he is always represented as the founder.)” 
This passage certainly does not teach that this 
was the first instance in which Satan revolted 
from God. 

2. Others place the chief offence of the evil 
spirits in pride, which was shewn, according to 
some,'in one way, according to others, in an- 
other. So Athanasius, Hieronymus, Augustine, 
and others, particulaily the Latin fathers, who 
were followed by many of the schoolmen, and 
in modern times by Luther, Buddeus, Mosheim, 
Cotta, and others. They refer to the passage 1 
Tim. iii. 6, (which, however, admits of another 
interpretation, ) and also to the proud expressions 
which are ascribed to the seducer of men in the 
holy scriptures, Gen. iii. 5; Matt. iv. 9. This 
view is partially correct; but the first sin of the 
fallen angels may be ascertained still more de- 
finitely. 

3. We are led to believe by the writings of 
the apostles that in many particulars they agreed 
with the Jewish teachers of their own day re- 
specting the first transgression of fallen spirits. 
We may accordingly consider the Jewish opi- 
nions, in these particulars, as sanctioned by the 
assent of the apostles. Now the Jews held, 
especially after the Babylonian captivity, that 
God entrusted to angels, as overseers or govern- 
ors, particular provinces of the earth, and also 
the heavenly bodies (cf. s. 60, II.), while their 
more proper home and abode was heaven. The 
Jews further held that some of these angels 
were discontented with their lot, and entered 
into a rebellious concert among themselves. 
They proudly aspired to higher posts than those 
assigned them, revolted from God, and deserted 
heaven; and then, for their punishment, were 
thrust by God into Tartarus, like the giants or 
Titans, who, according to the Grecian mytho- 
logy, were cast as rebels out of heaven. arta- 
rus is now their proper abode, as heaven was 
formerly ; and from thence they exert, under the 
the Divine permission, an influence upon the 
world. They Seduced our first parents, and 
brought sin and death into the world; they reign 
oyer heathen nations, whom they led into idol- 
atry; they also rule wicked men—i. e., exert 
a controlling influence over them ; but, together 
with those over whom they have ruled, they 
will be punished in Tartarus after the day of 
judgment. With this account the Jews min- 
gled many fabulous and unscriptural representa- 
tions, which were adopted even by many of the 
Christian fathers; but the general account above 
given is ver clearly authorized even in the 
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New Testament, especially in the passages 2 
Pet. ii. 4, and Jude, ver. 6,7. The first passage 
teaches, that we cannot expect that God will 
leave transgression unpunished; * for he spared 
not the angels that sinned, but cast them down 
to hell (raprapuoas), where he keeps them in 
reserve for future punishment, (eis xp/ov.)” 
Still clearer is the parallel text, Jude, ver. 6, 
where we are taught that God keeps enchained 
(ix6 Copor) in Tartarus, reserved for the judg- 
ment of the great day, the angels Tovs 1) TRPY- 
carTas THY tavTuOY GpyNY, GAAW AGnorndvras TO 
idvov oixexprov. ‘Apyn does not here signify, 
their original state, but the dominion entrusted 
to them as governors. Typsty is twerz, conservare, 
to retain, and the latter clause is not a descrip- 
tion of their punishment, but of their crime. 
Thus Jude and Peter, though they by no means 
take part in all the Jewish notions with regard 
to the apostasy of the fallen angels, clearly 
authorize the general doctrine of the Jewish 
teachers, as given above. 

Note.—The question has been asked, how it 
can appear probable, or even possible, that such 
perfect beings as angels are represented to be, 
with all their intelligence and knowledge, could 
have fallen in this manner, and so foolishly have 
rebelled against God, with whom they must have 
been acquainted? It might be asked, with equal 
plausibility, how it is possible that men can act 
so frequently as they do against the clearest 
knowledge and strongest convictions of duty? 
We often find men, endued with the greatest ta- 
lents, and possessing the clearest discernment, 
who are yet grossly vicious, and act in a man- 
ner unaccountably foolish and unadyised. Hmi- 
nent intellectual endowments are not unfre- 
quently attended by eminent virtues, and then’ 
are eminently useful; but they are also fre- 
quently accompanied by vices, and then are to the 
last degree hurtful. But were it not that expe- 
rience justifies this remark, it would be easy to 
demonstrate, @ priori, that high intelligence and 
moral depravity could not possibly go together, 
Demonstrations @ priori on such subjects are 
therefore wholly inadmissible. 


SECTION LXIII. 


OF THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF EVIL SPI- 
RITS; THEIR PRESENT AND FUTURE CONDITION 5 
THEIR NUMBER, CLASSES, AND NAMES. 


I. Their Nature and Attributes. 


Tue essential constitution of human nature is 
not altered by the depravity of the heart. Man 
continues to possess the inborn excellences and 
perfections of his nature, however depraved he 
may be as to his moral condition. The case is 
the same with evil spirits, as they are represent- 
ed in the Bible. In common, then, with good 
angels, they are still spiritual beings, and even 


220 


in their present state possess the excellences 
and perfections which are peculiar to spiritual 
existences—great intellectual powers, internal 
energy and «ctivity. Vide s. 59, 1. And if 
good angels are invested with a body, or can 
assume one as occasion requires, the same must 
be supposed with respect to evil spirits. Vide 
ubi supra. But their moral state, their will and 
affections, are described as very depraved and 
evil. They therefore employ their intellectual 
powers in behalf of evil and not of good; they 
act in opposition to the divine purposes, and are 
the enemies of truth and righteousness, John, 
viii. 44. The copia dva8er xarepzouérvn is con- 
trasted with copia Saorndys, James, ill. 15; 
and men are warned of the wsSodelau tov dva30~- 
aov, Eph. vi. 115 ii. 2. 1 Pet. v. 8. Matt. 
xiii. 39. 
Il. Their Present and Future State. 


Their condition is described as extremely un- 
happy. Vide Matt. xxv. 41. Even the natu- 
ral consequences of sin—the power and domi- 
nion of the passions, the remembrance of their 
former happy condition, the frustration of their 
wishes and plans, remorse of conscience, &c., 
would be enough to render them miserable. 
But these are not all which they endure; since 
positive punishments, as we are taught in the 
scriptures, are inflicted on them, and will be 
more especially after the day of judgment. We 
are not able to determine accurately, from the 
language of the Bible, which is for the most part 
figurative, in what these punishments consist. 
The principal texts relating to this point, besides 
that already cited in Matt. xxv. 41, 46, are 2 
Pet. ii. 4, and Jude, ver. 6. Tapzrapovr, or, as 
the Greeks otherwise write it, xacacapcapovy, 
signifies, in Tartarwm dejicere, (e calo.) Tar- 
tarus, in the Grecian mythology, is the place 
of punishment and condemnation. Hesiod, in 
his Theogony, and Plato, in his Gorgias, repre- 
sent it as the prison of the Titans. But at a 
later period it came to signify the general place 
of suffering. Itis that part of a&xs where the 
wicked were confined, and is represented as 
dark, and deep under the earth. The place of 
punishment was more commonly described by 
the Jews as 03 Nya, yeévva, and eternal fire. But 
as their notion of yeévya corresponded perfectly 
with the Grecian idea of Turtarus, they adopted 
the latter term into their own dialect, as in many 
other cases. In this place condemned men and 
spirits are confined; and hence the latter are 
said to suffer such judgments and dreadful tor- 
ment as will constitute the punishment of wick- 
ed men after this life. Such is the representa- 
tion, Matt. xxv. 41, 46, « Depart into everlasting 
fire, prepared for the devil and his angels.” The 
phrase, oewpacs Copou mapéSoxe (he bound them 
in dismal Tartarus with chains), describes their 
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misery as unavoidable and remediless. Great 
wretchedness is often described by the Hebrews 
under the image of captives bound ina dark pri- 
son. The evil spirits are not as yet, however, 
chained for ever in Tartarus—i. e., they are not 
now confined to this single place of misery. 
They sometimes, under divine permission, roam 
beyond their prison, and exert their influence 
upon men. Vide Revelation, and Luke, vili. 
31, &c. But a more strict confinement anda 
higher degree of punishment are impending 
over them, as over wicked men, and wiil fall 
upon them at the last day: eis xpiow cxpotrrat, 
ef. ver. 9, and Jude, ver. 6, eis xpucw pmeyarns 
jquépas. Cf. Matt. xxv. 41. The question of 
the demon, Matt. viii. 29, faSes Gde apd xae- 
pov Bacarioar zuas, alludes to this impending 
punishment. Cf. 2 Pet. ii. 4. Hence the evit 
spirits are described as fearing God, and trem- 
bling before him as their Judge; James, ii. 19, 
Sarmovua pprscovar. 

Note.—Will evil spirits repent, obtain for give- 
ness, and be restored to happiness? These are 
questions which have often been asked in mo- 
dern times, and to which various answers have 
been given. Origen was the first among Chris- 
tian teachers who distinctly avowed the oninion 
that evil spirits would repent, and be restored 
to happiness. Vide Augustine, Con. Jul. v. 47, 
and vi. 10. This opinion has been adopted in 
modern times by theologians of the most differ- 
ent parties; by Eberhard, in his ** Apologie des 
Sokrates,” th. i., by Lavater, in his «* Aussicht 
in die Ewigkeit,” th. iii., [Bretschneider, in his 
Handbuch, b. i. s. 691,] and others. 

If we had nothing but reason to guide us in 
our inquiries on this subject, we should proba- 
bly argue thus:—(a) If wicked men truly re- 
pent, reform, and comply with the other condi- 
tions prescribed, God will forgive them, and 
remove the punishment of theirsins. But con- 
sidering that these spirits are in the highest de- 
gree depraved, that their vicious propensities, so 
long cherished, must have taken deep root, and 
that the habit of sin must have become confirmed, 
we must conclude, from all human analogy; that 
their repentance and reformation must be ex- 
tremely difficult, though we might not be able 
to pronounce it absolutely zmpossible. (6) But 
should they from the heart repent of their sins, 
and were it possible for them to fulfil the other 
conditions prescribed, it is probable that God, 
who is perfect goodness, and who is ready to 
forgive men on certain conditions, and who de- 
sires the salvation and happiness of all his crea- 
tures, would also forgive them, and restore them 
to his favour; or at least, he might perhaps re- 
move the positive punishments inflicted on them, 
should they comply with the conditions pree 
scribed; if indeed we can suppose their situa. 
tion such that conditions could be offered them— 
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a point which we are unab.e to determine, But 
(ec) since every good action has its natural and 
permanent good consequences, and every evil 
action its natural and permanent evil conse- 
quences, it is certain that the happiness of such 
repentant angels must always be less in amount 
than the happiness of those who never sinned, 
and have persevered in obedience. The former 
must always take a lower stand, in point of 
happiness and character, than the latter ; and in 
this sense we may aflirm, even on principles of 
reason, that their punishment will be eternal. 

But if we inquire what Christ and the apos+ 
tles teach on this subject, we can find nothing to 
justify the hope that the fallen angels will be re- 
stored. ‘Their punishments are described as 
deopor dtdvor, Jude, ver. 6; as mip aidviov, xoraces 
acwrios, Matt. xxv. 41,46. These expressions 
do not, indeed, necessarily denote positive pu- 
nishments, although it cannot be shewn that 
natural punishments are here exclusively in- 
tended.} There is some plausibility in the argu- 
ment that the words addros and aidcos, like the 
Hebrew Dy, do not denote eternity, in the strict 
philosophical sense, but only a long and inde- 
terminate duration. Vides. 20, III. But while 
this remark is doubtless true in itself, yet in the 
passage cited, Matt. xxv. 46, xdracis acdycos 
and (w7 aidycos are contrasted, and if in the lat- 
ter case aids is allowed to denote absolute 
eternity, what right have we to use it in the 
former case, in a less strict sense? From these 
words, therefore, no argument can be drawn in 
behalf of the cessation of the punishments of 
fallen spirits; nor can it be shewn that these 
punishments are merely natural. The argu- 
ment for restoration is therefore left by the 
scriptures very doubtful} The consideration of 
the question will be resumed, s. 157, 158. 
[Jdowever hesitating and undecided the theolo- 
gians of the Lutheran church may be with re- 
gard to the endless punishment of the fallen 
angels, the doctrinal standards of their church 
express no doubts; and the Augsburg Confes- 
sion (Art. xvii.) expressly condemns those, 
‘qui sentiunt, hominibus damnatis ac DIABOLIS 
finem penarum futurum esse.” Neander sug- 
gests, that the doctrine of the final and perfect 
restoration of all things (dwoxacaoracus nav7ar), 
which is ascribed to Origen as its author, was 
the result of the principles of the Alexandrine 
Gnosis, and was abandoned by him at a later 
period of his life. Allg. Kirchengesch, b. i. 
abth. 3, s. 1098.—Tr.] 


Ill. Number and Classes of Evil Spirits. 


The New Testament gives us no definite in- 
formation with respect to the number of evil 
spirits; but they were supposed by the Jews to 
be very many (Luke, viii. 30), and indeed are 
often mentioned in the New Testament in the 
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plural. We are likewise informed that evil 
spirits compose a kingdom, and exist in a social 
relation; and hence the phrase 7 Baoureia tod 
Sarava, Matt. xii. 26. This representation 
must be understood in the same way as that in 
reference to good angels. Vides. 61, II. They 
have a leader, prince, or commander, (6 dpa 
tov Samorioy, Matt. xii. 24,) represented often 
as a fallen archangel, and called Beelzebub (vide 
No. iv.), also, by way of eminence, dx Bon0s, 
Larovas, x. 7.2% In Rev. xii. 7, 9, in opposi- 
tion to the good angels who fought on the side 
of Michael, the angels of Satan are called of 
ayyexoe airov. The names devil and Satan 
are not used in the Bible in the plural, and are 
applied only to the dpyov ray Samorior. It is 
not therefore according to scriptural usage to 
speak of devils in the plural. 


IV. Names of Evil Spirits. 


Respecting the title evil angel, vide s. 59, V. 
[Cf. Bretschneider, Handbuch, b. i. s. 627; 
Hahn, Glaubenslehre, s. 294, Anm.] 

1. General appellations of evil spirits as a body. 
(@) Ilvevuara dxaSapra—i. e., morally impure 
and evil; Luke, xi. 24, et passim. Synony- 
mous with this is (0) mvetuara novypa, Luke, 
vil. 21; Ephes. vi. 12, ca mvevparixa 45 movy- 
plas. (C) Aacuoves or dayudvia. The etymology 
of this word is quite uncertain. In Homer and 
all the most ancient Grecian writers it means 
neither more nor Jess than gods, (Seol.) And 


, although, in process of time, it acquired various 


additional meanings, it always retained this. It 
is accordingly used by the LXX. to denote the 
heathen gods (axby5x,) and also in 1 Cor. x. 20, 
21, and Rev. ix. 20, where Sacuowa and eidwru 
are connected. It was very commonly used in 
this sense by the Attic writers; and so, when 
Paul was at Athens, (Acts, xvii. 18,) some be- 
lieved that he wished to introduce Eéva Sacwora, 
foreign deities. But the name daimoves was 
afterwards given by’ the Greeks to those invi- 
sible beings whom they supposed, in connexion 
with their deities, to exert an agency in the 
world. Hence Saiuoves, is the name given by 
Pythagoras, Plato, and others, to the Auman 
soul, even when connected with the body, but 
especially when separated from it. he inter- 
mediate spirits between God and our race— 
deified men, and heroes, were also called de- 
mons. And lastly, the internal spring, impulse, 
the foreboding or presentiment of the mind, which 
appeared so inexplicable to Socrates, and which 
he therefore personified and deified, was called 
by him his Sacuovove Whenever this invisible 
agent was the cause of good to men, it was 
called dyaSodacuev or etSacuey; and when the 
cause of evil, xaxoSaiuorv. At the time of 
Christ and the apostles, dacuwy was a common 
appellation given by the Grecian Jews to evil 
T2 
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spirits; those morally so, and indeed by the 
Apocryphal writers also. Vide Tob. iii. 8, 
rovnpov daxndveoy. In the evangelists, the 
phrases nvetpara dedsapra and movypa are in- 
terchanged, times without number, with dac- 
proves and xvevua Sarmoviov dxasaprov. In Matt. 
xii. 24, Sa/uoves are distinctly mentioned as be- 
longing to the kingdom of the devil. The 
woman who is described in Luke, xiii. 11, as 
nveiua Lyousw GoSevelas, is said (ver. 16) to be 
one iv Uycev 6 Sarovas. Vide s. 64, 1.2. The 
opinion of Farmer, therefore, in his « Essay on 
Demoniacs,”’ that other spirits—gods, departed 
souls, &c., and not devéls—were intended in the 
New Testament by this appellation is unfound- 
ed. In James, ii. 19, S5a1uorra has clearly the 
siguification above given. But how came 6 ai- 
woves to have this peewliar signification among 
the Grecian Jews? The LXX. usually rendered 
the Hebrew words which signify zdols by the 
word dSalmoves, and the Greeks called their gods 
by this name. Now the Jews connected with 
this name their idea that evé/ spzrdts ruled in the 
heathen world, and caused themselves to be 
worshipped as gods, under the names of Jupiter, 
Mercury, &c., and had seduced the heathen into 
this idolatry. Hence Sacuoves and evil spirits 
came to be regarded by them as synonymous 
terms. 

2. But one of the evil spirits is represented 
as their prince, leader, commander. Vide No. 
iii., and Morus, p. 91,s. 10. He is called by 
various names. (a) Satan, ob, Zaravas, lite- 
rally, enemy, fiend, accuser, Ps. cix. 6; Job, ii. 
(s. 58); Matt. xvi. 23; and hence, by way of 
eminence, princeps demonum, because he is re- 
presented as the greatest enemy of man, and of 
the kingdom of truth and holiness. Synony- 
mous with this title are the names 6 éySpos and 
6 dv7iSix0s. (b) ‘O rtovnpos, malignus, noxious, 
the foe of man. This name is frequently given 
him by John; as 1 John, ii. 13,14. (c) Aca- 
Boros is the most common Grecian name of the 
devil; and from this word our devil and the 
German Teufel are derived. It signifies fiend, 
destroyer of peace, calumniator. The LXX. ren- 
dered the Hebrew joe by duaBor0s, Job, i. 6; Ps. 
cix. 6. This name was sometimes applied to 
men, 1 Tim. iti. 11; Tit. ii. 3. (d) Beacon or 
Beatap, 2 Cor. vi. 15, from byb3, compounded 
of x52, mot, and by, high—i. e., low, abject. It 
has different senses. In the Old Testament it 
sometimes signified the wnder world, the king- 
dom of the dead, Psalm xviii. 5; and sometimes 
unworthy men, abject principles, Deut. xiii. 13. 
After the Babylonian exile it was frequently 
used, as the name of the devil, and occurs once 
in this sense in the New Testament, 2 Cor. vi. 
15, «« What concord hath Christ with Belial 2” 
—i. e., How can the worship of Christ con- 
sist with the worship of the devil (idolatry) ? 
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(e) BeerSeBovB, or BeerSeBov2, who is expressly 
called dpyav ray dacuortay, Matt. xii. 24. This 
was an appellation very common among the 
Jews at the time of Christ. In 2 Kings, i. 2, 
Beéelzebub appears as a god of the Philistines. 
The name when written with final 8, is derived 
from sy Sys. It most probably means, God of 
the flies, Fly-Baal, Deus averruncus muscarum, 
whose office it was to protect his worshippers 
from the flies, which were among the greatest 
plagues of Egypt and Philistia. [It corres- 
ponds with the Greek Zevs douros.} -Accord- 
img to the later Jews, it means dominus crimi- 
nationis, accuser, complainant, and is synony- 
mous with S.aGor05 and Yaravas, from the Sy- 
riac 335, which signifies criminari. The other 
form, BeeaeBor2, is derived from yar Sys, and is 
either an intentional alteration of the word into 
an epithet of disgrace, and so signifies deus ster- 
coris (Mistgott), from Oats stercus ; or signifies, 
deus, or prefectus sepuleri, (as x signifies in 
Chaldaic and Syriac,) dominus inferni, or infe- 
rorum, 6 xpatos Eyav tov Savarov, Heb. ii. 14. 
It was at first, then, the name of the angel of 
death, and afterwards of the devil, when he was 
supposed to be the same person. (f')‘O dpaxav 
6 péyas, and 6 opis 6 apyatos, Rev. xii: 9p ts; 
This appellation might have been given to him 
from his general character for cunning and de- 
ceit, (6 naavay tHy otxovuérvny.) But the word 
dpxatos evidently alludes to Gen. iii., since the 
agency of the devil in the occurrence there de- 
scribed was doubtless believed by the Jews at 
the time of Christ. 

3. The Jews gave particular names to evil as 
well as to good spirits. Among these is ’Acuo- 
dacos, Asmodi, mentioned in the book of Tobias, 
iii. 8, also Samaél, Azazel, &c. But none of 
these proper names of evil spirits occur in the 
New Testament, unless the name of the angel 
of destruction, 'ABaddav—i. q., ’Amorartvav,—s 
Gyyeros 775 GBvooov, Rev. ix. 11, be considered 
as such. 


SECTION LXIV. 


OF THE EMPLOYMENTS AND THE EFFECTS OF 
EVIL SPIRITS. 


1. Objections to the common theory. 


Tue power of Satan and his influence upon 
men were formerly stated in a very exaggerated 
manner, and represented as excessively great 
and fearful; and this view was the more plausi- 
ble, as it seemed to be supported by many pas- 
sages in the New Testament. But this mistake 
would have been avoided if the true spirit of the 
Bible had been more justly apprehended, and 
the true meaning of its language better under- 
stood. Vide No.ii. According to the common 
theory, evil spirits were supposed to be actively 
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employed at their own pleasure all over the | 
earth, to have immediate influence on the souls 
of men; to inspire wicked thoughts, doubts, and 
anxieties ; to intrude themselves into all societies 
and mysteries; and to rule in the air, and over 
the whole material world. Such are the opinions 
which formerly prevailed to a great extent, and 
which are often found in the older ecclesiastical 
writers. They were long preserved, and trans- 
mitted from one age to another with more or less 
of exaggeration. And many theologians of the 
protestant church, even in the sixteenth centvry, 
held opinions on this subject which were more 
conformed to the prevailing superstitious ideas 
of that age than to reason or scripture. Luther 
and Melancthon were inclined to the belief that 
good and evil spirits were at all times present in 
the world, and stood in a very intimate relation 
tomen. In the symbols of the Lutheran church, 
however, the connexion of superior spirits with 
the world is not very minutely determined, and 
the doctrine of demons is exhibited in the gene- 
ral Biblical phraseology. Thus, in the Augs- 
burg Confession many texts of scripture are 
cited, but no definite meaning is affixed to them. 
Many of the ideas formerly prevalent on this 
subject are either wholly without foundation, or 
are carried beyond the bounds of truth. For, 

1. It is contradictory to the ideas of the power, 
wisdom, holiness, and goodness of God which 
we derive from the Bible and from reason, to 
ascribe to the devil such vast and almost infinite 
power. Nor can we see any rational way of 
accounting for it that God should permit so great 
and injurious an influence to be exerted in the 
world. 

2. The opinion maintained by some that evil 
spirits can produce wicked thoughts in the minds 
of men by an immediate influence is incapable 
of proof. The evil influences exerted on the 
human mind have by some been supposed to be 
as immediate and efficient as the divine influ- 
ences; and as God infuses good thoughts, as he 
inspired prophets and apostles, so does Satan, it 
is supposed, directly infuse evil thoughts into 
the minds of the wicked, and into the minds of 
the good also, when he is permitted so to do by 
God. That these inspirations of the devil can 
be distinguished by any certain signs from | 
thoughts and desires which arise in the hers 
from other sources is not pretended; this opi- 
nion, therefore, cannot be established by expe- 
rience, and certainly it cannot be derived from 
scripture; at least, the opinion that evil spirits 
Jo always or commonly exert an immediate in- 
fuence of this kind cannot be proved from the 
Bible. 

3. This theory, when carried to the length to 
which it has sometimes been carried, is incon- 
sistent with human freedom. If the agency of 
€atan was of the nature often believed, man 
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would not be the agent of the wicked actions he 
seems to perform, but merely the instrument of 
the irresistible influence of Satan; and thus an 
excuse for sin would be furnished. 

4. In many texts in the New Testament in 
which the common origin of particular sins is 
described, Satan is not mentioned, but their ex- 
istence is accounted for in another way, agree- 
able alike to reason and experience. Cf. espe- 
cially James, i. 18—15, «* Let no man say, When 
he is tempted, Iam tempted of God. Every man 
is tempted when he is drawn away of his own 
lust, and enticed, when he gives indulgence to 
rising desires, which is internal sin. When lust 
hath conceived it bringeth forth sin, (it breaks 
forth in sinful words and works, which is exter- 
nal sin;) and sin, when it is brought into the 
world, bringeth forth death, (its uniform conse- 
quence is misery.) Cf. Matthew, xv. 19; Gal. 
v. 16—21; Rom. vii. 5, 8, seq. 

From these texts, however, we cannot con- 
clude, as some have done, that the Bible exeludes 
the agency of Satan in the sins of men. This 
would be an extreme equally contrary to the 
scriptures with the other, for the Bible expressly 
teaches (a) that Satan is hostile to man, and is 
active in promoting wickedness, Eph. ii. 2, vi. 
11, seq., &c. Morus, p. 92, 93,n.i. (b) That 
he contributes something to the sins which pre- 
vail among men—e. g., 1 Cor. vii. 5, where 
Satan is distinguished from dxpacva, incontinence, 
to which he is said to tempt men; from which 
it is clear, as Morus justly observes, that Satan 
is not used in the scriptures to denote merely an 
abstract idea, and moral evil. Vide ubi supra, 
n. 2. (c) That he opposes goodness; Luke, 
viii. 12; John, viii. 44; and is therefore the 
enemy of Christianity and morality. Vide ubi 
supra, n. 3. This is what the Bible teaches; 
still it does not deny that the ignorance of man, 
his sinful passions, and other causes, have a 
tendency to Jead him to sin; nor does it under- 
take to determine the manner in which Satan 
does what is ascribed to him; nor does it justify 
us in deciding in particular cases whether Satan 
has had any agency in the crimes committed, or 
what and how much it may have been. So 
thought Origen (mpi dpyay, tii.) and many of 
the ecclesiastical fathers, who endeavoured to 
rectify the unscriptural notions respecting the 
power of the devil which were entertained by 
many of their contemporaries. 

The extravagant opinions which formerly pre- 
vailed on this subject were the means of much 
injury, as appears from experience. (a) They 
led the common people to what was, in effect, a 
belief in two gods—a good and an evil deity 5 
and also to entertain false conceptions of the at- 
tributes of the true God, which could not have 
been without a practical influence on the li’e. 
(3) They often furnished a real hindrance to 
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moral improvement; for instead of seeking for 
the origin of sin in themselves, and endeavour- 
ing to stop its sources,—instead of becoming 
acquainted with, and avoiding the external oc- 
carions of sin,—they laid the whole blame of it 
upon Satan, and when they had made him guilty, 
held themselves sufficiently justified and excul- 
pated. (vy) They gave rise to many other false 
opinions and superstitious practices, similar to 
some already existing among the Jews. Ori- 
gen, Eusebius, and Augustine, represent demons 
as fluttering about in the air, from thé misun- 
derstanding of Eph. ii. 2. Vide No.ii. Euse- 
bius speaks of them as present at pagan sacri- 
fices, regaling themselves with the sweet savour, 
according to an opinion which prevailed both 
among the Jews and Greeks respecting their 
gods. Sometimes they are represented as 
speaking in the heathen oracles, and plotting 
evil against men at prayer ; to secure themselves 
against which, the ancient saints, as appears 
from the fabulous histories of theirlives, were 
accustomed to make use of the sign cf the cross. 
They were supposed to keep themselves in de- 
serts, swamps, and subterranean caves, Is. 
MEV 13,014 Matty iv: Us eliuke, xi, 24591 
Sam. xviii; and also to dwell in men before 
their baptism, even in the children of Christian 
parents, and not merely in the heathen, as was 
at first supposed; and this gave origin to the rite 
ofexorcism. Vide Déderlein, Disp. de redemp- 
tione a potestate diaboli; Altorf, 1774, 4to; also 
in his “ Opuscula Theologica ;” Jenez, 1789, 8vo. 
Téllner, Theol. Untersuchungen, th. i. st. 2, 
‘ Die Lehre von den Versuchungen des Teufels 
ist nicht praktisch.”” Runge, Man muss auch 
dem Teufel nicht zu viel aufbiirden; Bremen, 
1776, 8vo. 

In opposing these false and superstitious no- 
tions, many, however, fell into an opposite 
fault, and wholly denied the power and influ- 
ence of evil spirits, and explained the passages 
of the Bible relating to this subject in an arbi- 
trary manner, in order to make them agree with 
their own previously established theories. It 
was with the texts relating to this doctrine that 
the Rationalists began, about the middle of the 
eighteenth century, to indulge themselves in 
that arbitrary mode of interpretation which they 
have since applied to such other doctrines of the 
Bible as they have wished to reject. 


Il. Remarks on some texts relating to this subject. 


The general notion which formerly prevailed 
among the Jews respecting evil spirits, and 
which has been adopted and authorized by the 
writers of the New Testament, is, that they are 
the authors and promoters of evil among men, 
John, viti. 44. The following general doctrines 
are at the basis of the Biblical representations 
of this subject. 
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1. God is indeed the governor of all mankind; 
but he is especially the kind father, benefactor, 
and protector of those who truly reverence his 
authority, obey his precepts, and in their conduct 
endeavour toimitate him. Of these his kingdom 
is composed; they are citizens of it, childiven of 
God; by which appellation is meant, that they 
are those who honour, love, and obey him, as 
dutiful children do their father; and whom, 
therefore, he loves in return, as a good father 
does his dutiful children. Now as the Israelites 
were in ancient times selected by God as the 
means of diffusing the true knowledge of him- 
self and pure morals, and for the accomplish- 
ment of other great designs, they are called, in 
an eminent sense, his people, his children, and 
he, their king and father. These titles are pro- 
perly transferred by the writers of the New 
Testament to Christians, who take the place of 
the Israelites, and succeed them in all their 
rights. Christians now constitute the kingdom 
of God; they are his house, his family; he is 
their father and counsellor; and he employs in 
their behalf the good angels, who are the invi- 
sible instruments of his providence. After the 
same manner, the great mass of mankind—-the 
x0o0s, (as the heathen world is called, from the 
multitude of which it is composed,) and the 
oxoros, (as it is also called, from the ignorance 
and moral corruption that prevails over it)—haa 
also its invisible head. It is governed by the 
spirits who are at enmity with God, and by their 
prince the devil. To whomsoever men yield 
obedience, his children they are, and to his 
kingdom they belong, John, vili. 44. And thus 
all those who follow their sinful passions and 
desires, who are the servants of sin, and resist 
the will of God, are said to obey the devil, or to 
stand under his dominion, because they act ac- 
cording to his will, and imitate him. And so 
the heathen, who have no true knowledee of 
God, and whose moral character is debased, are 
said to belong to his kingdom. The supremacy 
here spoken of is, then, of a moral nature, found- 
ed upon resemblance in conduct, moral charac 
ter, and opinion. 

2. There is another doctrine intimately con- 
nected with this. As Satan opposes the designs 
of God, and does only evil, he is represented as 
the seducer of our first parents, and so the author 
of sin among men, and of all its evil conse« 
quences. Vide Book of Wisdom, ii. 24. Heis 
generally described as the great enemy of man, 
6 ExSpos, avSpwztoxzvovos. Vide Morus, p-" 923 
sec. 11. According to this view, the events 
narrated in Gen. iii. were referred to Satan by 
the Jews, in which they were followed by the 
New-Testament writers, John, viii. 44; 1 John, 
ili. 8; Rev. xii. 9. Since the time of the first 
apostasy, men are born with a strong and pre 
dominant bias and propensity to sin, Rom. vii, 
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23, coll. v. 12,19. This now, and everything 
regarded as a consequence of the apostasy to 
which Satan tempted our first parents, is con- 
sidered as belonging to his kingdom, and is 
ascribed to his influence, even in those cases in 
which he himself may not have been zmme- 
diately engaged. Thus all errors, especially 
‘those in religion, all wickedness, deceitfulness, 
and whatever else is offensive to God, are 
ascribed to him, even when he himself has not 
been personally or immediately active in pro- 
moting them; and this, because he is the first 
cause of all this evil which has followed ; just 
as, on the contrary, all the good which is op- 
posed to this evil is ascribed to God, even in 
those cases where he has not immediately pro- 
duced it, only because it is according to his 
will, and results from the wise institutes which 
he has founded. And so everything connected 
with moral evil, as cause or as consequence, 
and all wicked men, (6 xoswos, 6 oxdros,) belong 
to the kingdom of Satan, (vide Morus, p. 91, 
Num. 1;) while, on the contrary, all the pious, 
and all moral goodness, with its causes and con- 
sequences, belong to the kingdom of light—the 
kingdom of God, or of Jesus Christ. Vide the 
texts referred to, ubi supra. From what has 
now been said, light is cast upon the following 
Biblical representations and expressions :—”’ 

(a) The prevalence of immorality and the 
diffusion of false religious observances are 
striking proofs of the great corruption of human 
nature; they are accordingly ascribed in a pe- 
culiar sense to the influence of evil spirits, who 
are hence called the gods or rulers of this world. 
Eph. ii. 2, dpywv cys eovevas tov dépos, prince 
of the power of darkness, (dnp, tenebrx, Homer, 
Od. ix. 144; Virgil, aére sepsit)—i. e., of the 
heathen world, darkened by ignorance and error. 
Cf. Eph. vi. 12, ot xoopoxparopas zvov oxorovs 
Tov aiwvos rovrov. ‘I’o the former passage the 
apostle subjoins the declaration that evil spirits 
were évepyovrzes év vious t7s anevSevas, and in 
ver. 3 mentions at éxSvurar 75 capxds, the de- 
sires which spring from our bodily nature, and 
which lead to immorality. Satan is called in 
the same sense 6 Seds rov aiavos tobrov, who 
blinds the understanding of the unbelieving, 2 
Cor. iv. 43 also apywy vov xdcpov, John, xii. 
31; xvi. 11; and paganism, irreligion, and im- 
morality, are called éove’a tov Yarava, Acts, 
xxvi. £8; while the Christian church, the object 
of which is to make men pious, and to prepare 
tnem to become citizens of the society of the 
blessed above, is called Basireva tov Tiov @cov, 
Col. i. 13 

(b) Ciurist came into the world in order to re- 
move the misery and disorder arising from the 
seduction of our first parents by the devil, and 
to shew us the way to true holiness and happi- 
ness. 1 John, iii. 8, épavepo$y—iva avon ra 
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ipya tov SuaBoarov, and according to Col. ii. 15, 
Christ prevailed and triumphed over Satan. 
The works of the devil are sin, and everything 
by which sin and unbelief are occasioned. 
Where sin, and misery as its consequence, pre- 
vail, there Satan rules. John says, in the pase 
sage above cited, 6 wou ray dmapriay, éx tov 
dvaBorov gory. Thus he rules over unbelieving 
Jews and Christians, as well as over the hea- 
then, John, viii. 44. 

(c) All the hindrances to the spread of Chris- 
tianity, and to the prevalence ef that piety and 
holiness which Christianity is intended to pro- 
mote—all the temptations and persecutions 
which Christians are called to endure;—in 
short, the whole system of efforts opposed to 
Christianity, are regarded as the works of Satan, 
and the enemies of Christianity as his instru- 
ments. Morus, p. 91,s. 9, note. Hence, when 
Judas formed the infernal purpose (as we should 
say) of betraying Christ, it is said, the devil en- 
tered into him—i. e., took possession of him, 
John, xiii. 2, 27, coll. Acts, v. 3. By the 
wiles of the devil, Eph. vi. 11, seq., the persecu- 
tions which Christians were called to endure, 
and the efforts made to turn them aside from the 
truth, are principally intended. Cf. 1. Pet. v. 
8, 9, where zaS7uara are expressly mentioned. 
The enemies of Christians are the instruments 
by which he brings suffering upon them, in 
order to injure them and lead them to apostasy 
and unbelief. He has a hand also in the 
schisms, controversies, and heresies which arise 
among Christians themselves, 2 Cor. ii. 115 xi. 
14, 15, Svaxovor Sarava. Unbelief in particular 
individuals is also ascribed to him, Luke, xxii, 
31, as are all gross vices and crimes. 

(d) Death, and every other evil which may 
be regarded as the punishment of sin, is also 
ascribed to the devil, and is said to have come 
into the world through him; Book of Wisdom, 
ii. 4; John, viii. 44; Heb.ii.14. In the last pas- 
sage he is described as the one who has power over 
death, ZO xparos Eyav Tov Saratov, which is taken 
from the image of the angel of death, Asmodi, 
or Samael. And as sickness may also be re- 
garded as the punishment of sin, they too are 
often represented as the works of the devil. 
We are prevented, however, from considering 
Satan as the sole and independent cause of the 
death of men, by those texts in which the power 
over life and death, and the whole disposal of 
the destinies of man, is ascribed to God alone. 
The representation, therefore, that Satan is the 
author of death and misery, is to be understood 
figuratively; for he is such to individuals only 
as he was the first cause of that apostasy of man 
which brought death and misery upon our race. 
Still we are taught in the Bible, that for the 
same wise reasons which lead him to permit 
| other evils, for the attainment of certain good 
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ends, not otherwise attainable, God allows more 
power to evil spirits, in particular cases and at 
certain times, than they commonly possess. 

(e) But evil spirits, according to the doctrine 
of the Bible, cannot, with all their efforts, do 
us harm, unless we resemble them in our dis- 
position, and are ourselves devoted to sin; 1 
John, v. 18; iii. 8; John, viii. 44. Christ has 
robbed evil spirits of their power, has conquered 
them—i. e., has rendered them harmless to those 
who believe in him ; and this he has done, partly 
by delivering us from the punishment of sin, 
and partly by freeing us from its power and 
dominion,—the one, by his sufferings and death, 
the other, by his instructions and example. All 
those, therefore, who, in compliance with his 
precepts, and in conformity with his example, 
keep themselves from sin, or are pardoned for 
sins already committed, are secured against the 
temptations and wiles of evil spirits, 1 John, v. 
18. Prayer, faith in Christ, the wholesome use 
of his precepts, watchfulness, in short, the means 
prescribed in the Bible for security against vice 
and sin,—these, and only these, are the means 
appointed for security against evil spirits; Eph. 
vi. 11—18; 1 Peter, v. 8, seq.; James, i. 14; 
iv. 7. Morus, p. 93, n. 6. ‘The excuse, there- 
fore, that one has been tempted of the devil, and 
is on that account exculpated, is always un- 
founded, even in those cases, if such occur, in 
which it is capable of proof that the inducement 
to sin was really offered by the devil; for he 
could not, according to the doctrine of the Bible, 
have found this opportunity unless the nature 
of our hearts had been depraved, 1 Cor. vii. 5. 
In those cases only in which men indulge the 
sinful desires of their own hearts (James, i. 14) 
are they liable to temptations either from the 
devil or any other quarter; they themselves, 
in such cases, are always in fault. 


APPENDIX. 


‘POWER OF SATAN OVER THE HUMAN BODY 
AND THE MATERIAL WORLD. 


—’ 


SECTION LXV. 


OF THE BODILY. POSSESSIONS RECORDED IN THE 
NEW TESTAMENT. 


I. Meaning of the term “Possession.” 


Oricivatty it was doubtless supposed to de- 
note @ rea! indwelling in the human body. An 
agent, in order to exert an influence on the hu- 
man body, must, it was thought, be near to it, 
and substantially dwell in it, as the soul dwells 
in the body. Such was at first the general, in- 
determinate notion. But it was afterwards re- 
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fined upon, and the belief in a literal, sul stantial 
indwelling of the devil was abandoned, and the 
term possession was understood to indicate 
merely the powerful influence which Satan 
sometimes exerted in controlling and abusing 
the bodies of men said to be possessed. In the 
New Testament we do indeed sometimes meet 
with a phrase like the following, Saravas 
ELONASEY ELS TWD (Iovdar), John, xiii. 275 
but by this phrase nothing more than an obsessio 
spiritualis, an influence upon the mind, is intend- 
ed; and the common expressions are, éyew da0- 
pévov, Samovisessar, x.7-2 The term posses- 
sion is not used in the New Testament, although 
Josephus speaks of zovypa mvevpara xai Soxnmo- 
nea éyxade$oueve, (imsidentia), Ant. vi. 11; and 
of xvevuara évSvoueva, (induentes se, sive, in- 
gredientes,) Bell. Jud. vii. 6. The words to 
possess, and possession, are exact translations of 
the Latin words possidere, obsidere, possessio, ob- 
sessto, Which were first used in relation to this 
subject by the Latin fathers and schoolmen. 
Obsidere is synonymous with oceupare, implere, 
and is so employed by Cicero, where he says, 
corportbus omnis obsidetur locus. It was then 
spoken figuratively of the orator, who possesses 
himself of his hearers, and gains them over to 
his own views, obstdei ae tenet auditorem, Ci- 
cero, De Orat. 62. -Possidere is also sometimes 
used for fenere, in potestate sua habere. So Pliny, 
Hist. Nat. xxx. 1, says, with regard to magic, 
possideri ed hominum sensus vineulis, the senses 
of men were controlled by magic as by chains, 
were held absolutely. under its power; and in 
the same place, Gallias possedit magia, because 
it was very prevalent and deeply rooted in Gaul. 
Hence when one was afflicted with an obstinate 
and fixed disease, he was said possessum esse ; 
so Aurelian, a physician in Africa, near the 
close of the second century, says of one who 
was afflicted with epilepsy, passione possessum 
esse. This phraseology was now applied par- 
ticularly to those diseases which. were ascribed 
to the immediate agency of demons. The Bi- 
blical terms which have the nearest resemblance 
to this phraseology are those which are found 
in Luke, xiii. 16, where Satan is said to have 
bound ($702) a sick woman; and in Acts, x. 
38, where some are described as xaradvvacreve- 
Mevor dx0 Tov Sia Borov. 


Il. History of this Doctrine. 


1. Among the Greeks. The belief of this doc- 
trine is found among many heathen nations both 
of ancient and moderf times. The general ori- 
gin of this idea is to be sought in the fact that 
uncultivated men are in the habit of ascribing 
everything, the immediate cause of which they 
do not perceive, (especially if the thing is in 
any degree extraordinary,) to the direct influ- 
ence of the Deity, or of some other spiritual 
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agent more powerful than man. Whatever of 
this kind is good or desirable they regard as an 
effect proceeding immediately from good spirits ; 
and the opposite, from evil spirits. Cf. s. 58, 
II. Thus it came to pass that evil spirits were 
considered often as the authors of all kinds of 
sickness, and especially of those diseases which 
were attended with unusual and inexplicable 
phenomena. For the cure of such diseases, which 
were supposed to be miraculously inflicted by a 
malignant deity, or by demons, and therefore 
to be beyond the reach of human art, resort was 
had to miraculous remedies. The diseases which 
have commonly been regarded by different na- 
tions as of this miraculous nature are, melan- 
choly, madness ; also such nervous diseases as are 
attended with the more frightful appearances— 
cramp, epilepsy, lunacy, &e. These general 
opinions prevailed among the Greeks, as ap- 
pears from the writings of some of their oldest 
physicians—e. g., Hippocrates, who lived 400 
years before Christ, and wrote mepi t7s cépre, 
vooov, also Galen, and Areteus of Cappadocia, 
who is quoted by Wetstein, Nov. Test. tom. i. 
p- 282, seq. Hence it was common among the 
Greeks to use the phrases dauorar, xaxoSaruo- 
vav, and dSacuovoy ?yew, aS Synonymous with 
waivessate This is seen in the writings of Xe- 
nophon, Aristophanes, and others; and also in 
the New Testament, as John, vii. 20; x. 20, 
21. In the earliest ages, the Greeks ascribed 
such diseases as those above mentioned to some 
malignant deity. Thus itis said even in Homer, 
Odyssey, v. 396— 


éxpae orvyepes datpwv. 


But when, at a later period, the doctrine of in- 
termediate spirits was received among the 
Greeks, and these spirits were called dacuoves, 
(demigods, heroes, and the souls of the depart- 
ed;) they were now censidered as the authors 
of these evils; and this not by the people only, 
but by many of the philosophers, who adopted 
these ideas into their systems, and formed theo- 
ries respecting them, as was the case with the 
New Pythagoreans and the New Platonists, es- 
pecially in Egypt, both before and after the birth 
of Christ. But Hippocrates, Galen, and some 
other Greek physicians, who supposed they 
could explain these diseases in part from natu- 
ral causes, rejected this prevailing opinion as 
superstitious; and in this many of the philoso- 
phers agreed with them. Origen remarks, in 
his Commentary cn Matt. xvii., that the physi- 
cians in his day did not believe in possessions. 
They, however, retained the expressions which 
were in common use among the people on this 
subject; such as Sacporl eodar, Samer sioépyerar, 
iEépyerar, ExBarretor, Seva VOTO. 

2. Among the Jews. 

(a) There is no mention made of possessions 
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in any part of the Old Testament, either in the 
older books, or in those composed after the Bas 
bylonian exile. It is indeed often said that par- 
ticular diseases, or deaths, were inflicted by 
God, or by his angels, even by evil angels 
(messengers of evil) sent by him. Vide s. 58. 
But this does not at all correspond with the idea 
of demoniacal possessions entertained at a later 
period by the Jews. ‘here is one passage, 
however, 1 Sam. xvi. 14—23, where an evil 
spirit is said to come upon Saul, which has 
sometimes been appealed to on this subject. 
But the evil spirit here mentioned was not one 
whose moral character was evil; and in this re- 
spect, therefore, the case of Saul is distinguish- 
ed from the cases of bodily possession in the 
New Testament. The evil spirit here mention- 
ed is an evil spirit from Jehovah, in opposition 
to the good spirit which came from Jehovah 
upon David, ver. 13, and previously upon Saul 
himself, 1 Sam. x. 10. This good spirit in- 
spired him with a high and kingly disposition, 
and with resolution for great and good deeds; 
but the other spirit was to him the messenger 
of evil, and harassed him with anxiety and me- 
lancholy, which ended in total madness. Nor 
is there any mention of bodily possessions in 
the Grecian apocryphal books which were writ- 
ten before the coming of Christ; in short, no 
trace of this opinion can be found among the 
Jews before the Christian era. 

(+) But the age of Christ and his apostles is 
altogether remarkable in this respect. There 
were then in Judza and Galilee many sick per- 
sons, whose diseases were considered by the 
gréat body of the Jews (the Sadducees, perhaps, 
only excepted) as the effects of the ageney of 
evil spirits. It is worthy of notice that this is 
not found to be the case at all in the age pre- 
ceding that of Christ, nor, at least in the same 
degree, in those which followed it. We see 
from the New Testament that Jesus, and after 
him the apostles, healed many of these diseases ; 
nor do we anywhere find that Jesus assigned 
other causes for these diseases than those to 
which they were supposed to be owing by the 
contemporary Jews; nor that on this subject 
more than on others the apostles and evangelists 
undertook to go farther than their Master. We 
see also, from the New Testament, that the 
Pharisees interested themselves in this subject, 
and at least attempted the cure of some of these 
diseases. Cf. Matt. xii. 27. The truth of 
these facts—viz., that there were at that time 
sick persons of this description in Palestine and 
its vicinity—that they were there almost univer- 
sally regarded as possessed of evil spirits, and 
that many, especially from among the Pharisees, 
appeared as exorcists, is confirmed by the testi- 
mony of Josephus, Ant. viii. 2, A few only of 
the Jews, who pretended to be more liberal and 
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enlightened than the rest, either wholly rejected 
the belief of possessions, and indeed of the ex- 
istence of evil spirits, (as was done by the Sad- 
ducees in Palestine,) or adopted the opinion of 
the later Greeks, according to which demons 
were regarded, not as evil angels, but as a sort 
of intermediate spirits—the souls of the de- 
ceased, &c., as was done by some of the more 
learned Jews, who wished to conform to the 
philosophy of the age. Of this class was Jose- 
phus, who says, Bel. Jud. vii. 6, ca xarotueva 
Sarudvca—rtovnpdy Eos GSpurtov AvELMAT Oe 

(c) The Jews of later times, after the second 
century, believed very generally, not only that 
there had been possessions formerly, but that 
instances of the same kind sometimes occurred 
even in their own day. The latter opinion was, 
however, denied by Maimonides and some other 
Rabbins ; while others, with the Sadducees, re- 
jected the whole doctrine of evil spirits, and 
declared themselves decidedly for adxmonism. 
Vide Wetstein, wb supra. 

3. Among Christians since the second century. 

(a) The early Christian teachers since the 
second century are united in the opinion that 
the so called demoniacs of the New Testament 
were truly possessed by the devil, because 
Christ expressly declared them to be so. This 
was the opinion of Origen himself. They 
moreover believed that there might be, and ac- 
tually were, demoniacs in their own day; al- 
though we have not sufficient evidence to con- 
vince us that those whom they regarded as pos- 
sessed were so in truth. But as this was 
believed by the Christians of that day, exorcists 
soon appeared among them, who adjured the 
demons in the name of Jesus to depart, and who 
were afterwards in many places established as 
regular officers of the church, and placed in the 
same rank with the clergy. Among these Chris- 
tian teachers of the second and third centuries 
there were many New Platonists, who contri- 
buted much to the diffusion of the belief that 
nossessions continued beyond the first ages of 
the ckurch, and who, in full accordance with 
the philosophic theory which they had adopt- 
ed, understood by the demons supposed to 
occupy the body, not evil spirits, but Joxat 
GxoSavovrwy—the opinion of Josephus, as 
stated above, No. i. Such is the doctrine 
expressed by Justin the Martyr, Apoll. ii. 
This latter opinion, however, was not univer- 
sal, and gradually disappeared, as the influ- 
ence of the New Platonic philosophy ceased; 
though a belief in the continuance of real pos- 
sessions still prevailed both in the Eastern and 
Western church, and in the latter was retained 
even by the schoolmen. At no time, however, 
was the belief that evil spirits have power to 
possess the bodies of men, even since the age 
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of Christ, more prevalent in the Western church 
than from the end of the ffteenth to the middl« 
of the seventeenth century. Hence we find thet 
this belief was received even by Luther and 
Melancthon, and other theologians of both the 
protestant churches, and was transmitted by 
their disciples to those who came after them. 
(b) But about the middle of the seventeenth 
century some doubts arose with regard to demo- 
niacal possessions, and in «eneral with respect 
to the whole notion that the power of evil spi- 
rits, especially over the material world, still 
continued. ‘These donbts were engendered at 
first by the prevalence of the principles of the 
Cartesian philosophy. The first public attack 
was made upon this doctrine in England, about 
the year 1676, and was shortly followed up in 
France. But a new epoch in the history of this 
doctrine was made by Balthasar Becker, a Car- 
tesian philosopher, and a preacher at Amster- 
dam, who in 1690 published at Leuwarden a 
quarto volume, entitled, The Enchanied World, 
afterwards translated into German by Schwager, 
and published at Leipsic, 1781-82, with a pre- 
face and notes by Semler. This work attracted 
great notice, and the author of it was severely 
persecuted. He did not deny the existence of 
evil spirits, but only their influence upon men, 
and, of course, all demoniacal possessions, even 
those mentioned in the New Testament. His 
opinions met with great approbation at the be- 
ginning of the eighteenth century in England 
and the Netherlands; and were adopted and ad- 
vocated by Wetstein, Le Clerc, and many other 
Arminian theologians; but in Germany and 
Holland these opinions were uniformly reject 
ed by the protestant theologians during the 
first half of the eighteenth century; nor did 
even Thomasius agree with Becker on this sub 
ject. Semler was the first among the pro- 
testant theologians of Germany who adopted, 
with some modifications, the opinions of Becker, 
and supposed that the demoniacs of the New 
Testament were people afflicted with common 
and natural diseases. He first published an es- 
say, De demoniacis quorum in Nov. Test. fit 
mentio; Halle, 1760; and afterwards his larger 
work, Untersuchung der damonischen Leute; 
Halle, 1762; which were followed by still other 
writings on the same subject. This opinion at 
first excited great attention, and had to encoun- 
ter strong opposition, but it gradually gained 
ground, until it has now become almost the 
prevailing opinion among the learned theologiana 
of the protestant church. Some, however, even 
of modern times, have declared their opinion that 
the question is not altogether settled, and that 
there remains something to be said upon the 
other side. In the English church the opinion 
of Semler has found many advocates, among 
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whom Hugo Farmer, the author of an Essay on 
Demoniacs, is distinguished. In the Romish 
church, the old doctrine that the so ealled de- 


moniacs of the New Testament were really pos- 


sessed of devils, and that these possessions were 
not confined to that particular age, remained the 
common and professed belief during the greatest 
part of the eighteenth century. But during the 
last few years, many of the theologians, even 
of this church, have come over to the opinions 
prevailing among protestants. The interest on 
this subject was revived in the protestant and 
catholic churches in Germany by the practices 
of the celebrated conjurers, Schrépfer and Gess- 
ner, who appeared in the latter half of the 
eighteenth century. As the difference of opi- 
nion was very great, (some protestant theolo- 
gians—e. g., Crusius and Lavater, maintaining 
not only that there might possibly be posses- 
sions and conjurations at the present day, but 
that such were sometimes actually known,) 
many works were written on both sides of the 
question. The result of this discussion in the 
minds of the more unprejudiced and moderate 
was, that although God, for particular reasons, 
and for the sake of certain ends, might formerly 
have permitted demoniacal possessions, there is 
no proof that there are any such at the present 
day; and there are no infallible signs by which 
these alleged possessions can be certainly distin- 
guished at the present day from diseases merely 
natural. : 


UI. Remarks on the Possessions recorded in the 
New Testament. 


1. The common opinion at the present time 
is, that all these disorders are to be explained by 
merely natural causes; and that when Jesus and 
the apostles attributed them to the influence of 
evil spirits, they spoke in accommodation to the 
prevailing error of their contemporaries. The 
ancients, it is said, from their want of patholo- 
gical science, referred many diseases which were 
purely natural to demoniacal influence; and this 
was the case with regard to the diseases men- 
tioned in the New Testament. Christ and his 
’ apostles did not appear in the character of theo- 
retic physicians, and were not required by their 
calling to give instruction concerning the true 
causes of human diseases. Such is the reason- 
ing often employed at the present day; and in 
this way do some attempt to eseape from diffi- 
culties, and to free Christ from the charge of 
entertaining the superstitious opinions of his 
countrymen; but, as we shall see hereafter, they 
thus involve themselves in greater difficulties 
than they attempt to escape. The question re- 
apecting the reality of the possessions recorded 
in the New Testament is at least open to dis- 
eussion, and cannot he decided in that authori- 
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tative and peremptory tone which has of late 
sometimes been assumed. That demoniaca’™ 
possessions are impossible cannot be proved ; nor 
can it be shewn from the fact of there being none 
at the present time that there never were any A 
disease—e. g., epilepsy—which may be owing 
at one time to a natural cause, may at another 
be produced by the agency of an evil spirit; nor 
can the opposite of this be proved. Itis also 
possible that Divine Providence may have suf- 
fered in a former period, for the attainment of 
particular ends, what it no longer permits now 
that those ends are obtained. Vide No. 3. 

2. There are, indeed, difficulties attending the 
doctrine of demoniacal possessions, and many 
things about it are dark and inexplicable ; but, 
great as these difficulties may be, those which 
follow from rejecting this doctrine are still 
greater. ‘They who deny the reality of demoni- 
acal possessions will find it difficult either to 
maintain the authority of Christ as a teacher, 
especially as a divine teacher, and the highest 
ambassador from’ God to man, (which he always 
affirmed himself to be,) or even to vindicate his 
moral character. This subject is commonly 
treated at the present day in altogether too par- 
tial a manner; and I regard it as the duty of the 
Christian theologian, arising especially from the 
wants of the age in which we live, boldly to re- 
sist all such partial views in matters of religion, 
not concerned as to the judgment which may be 
formed of him by the multitude, if he can but 
succeed in gaining the minds of the more candid 
and enlightened, which he may depend will, 
sooner or later, be found on the side of truth. 
In reference to this subject, two things are per- 
fectly undeniable—viz., (a) that Jesus himself 
spoke of these diseases as effects produced by 
evil spirits, and never gave the remotest occasion 
to suppose that he believed they were anything 
else, not even in his more confidential discourses 
with his disciples, nor in those cases in which 
he would have found it necessary to contradict 
the prevailing opinion, if it had been different 
from his own, Matthew, viii. 28—32; xvii. 19— 
21; Luke, x. 17—21; Matt. xii. 28, 29. 

This being the ease with Christ, it will not 
be thought strange, (b) that his apostles and 
other disciples should always have been of the 
same mind; and that the evangelists did regard 
these sick persons as true demoniacs is obvious 
at first sight. Cf. Matt. viii. 28, seq. If Christ 
and the apostles had regarded this opinion as 
erroneous they would not have hesitated to de- 
elare it so, even if their doing this had been at- 
tended with danger from the Jews; for where 
truth was concerned, they were not accustomed 
to be governed by regard to consequences. They 
could not, however, have had any reason to ap- 
prehend serious disadvantages from denying the 
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reality of demoniacal possessions; for this was 
done by the entire sect of the Sadducees, among 
whom most of the rulers and great men in Pa- 
lestine were found, and who, although they 
went so far as to deny even the existence of good 
and evil spirits, were left to the undisturbed en- 
joyment of their belief. ‘That accommodating 
policy which some have ascribed to Christ and 
the apostles can hardly be reconciled with the 
principles of that pure morality which they 
themselves taught, and according to which, in 
other cases similar to those now under consider- 
ation, they themselves unhesitatingly and inva- 
riably acted. 

The whole dispute may be summed up in the 
following points—-viz., (@) Those who consider 
Christ as merely a human teacher, and yet one 
who acted on the highest moral principles, must 
allow that he at least sincerely believed what he 
so often asserted; and in no other way can his 
moral character be vindicated. ‘Such persons 
might still doubt, notwithstanding the declara- 
tion of Christ, whether this doctrine is true, 
since they might suppose that he, like other 
human teachers, might err from the imperfection 
of his knowledge, and thus be the means of 
leading others astray, or of confirming them in 
their errors. (b) But those who regard Christ 
as an infallible divine teacher, in the full and 
proper sense of the word, and as he is declared 
to be in the New Testament, must assent to his 
decision on this, as on every other subjeet, and 
they must have the courage to profess this, 
however many difficulties they may find in the 
way, and although philosophers and illuminati 
should array themselves in opposition, and 
scoffers should treat them with ridicule and 
contempt. (ce) In order to avoid the pressure 
under which they feel themselves placed by the 
above-mentioned alternative, many will say, 
that while they would not deny that Jesus was 
an upright man, and a teacher worthy of esteem, 
they cannot yet receive him as a divine teacher, 
in such a sense as to require them to believe a 
doctrine like this on Ais mere authority. But if 
they will be consistent, they will bring them- 
selves in this way into great straits. For Jesus 
declared himself, on every occasion, and in the 
most decisive manner, to be an infullible divine 
teacher, whose words were true, and must be 
believed on his mere authority. Now if Christ 
was not such a teacher as he declared himself 
to be, the following dilemma arises; either 
Christ did not think himself such, although he 
expressly affirmed it, and then he forfeited his 
character for integrity; or he only imagined 
himself to be such, and then, though a good 
man, he must have been a weak and deluded 
enthusiast, and thus he forfeited the chasacter 
which the New Testament gave him, and which 
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he claimed for himself, of a sure and venerable 
teacher, upon whose guidance and instruction 
men might safely rely. Everything, therefore, 
depends upon the belief of the divine mission ana 
authority of Christ; and from this point, there- 
fore, which many would be glad to evade, the 
discussion must proceed. 

3. The following are the views and principles 
respecting demoniacal possessions, and the de- 
sign with which they were permitted, which are 
found, without intermixture of philosophy, an- 
cient or modern, in the New Testament, and 
which therefore should be laid before his hearers 
by the religious teacher, as far as they are capa- 
ble of being understood. (a) Satan and other 
evil spirits feel a hatred to men, which is mani- 
fested in various ways. Wide loe. cit. s. 64, II. 
(5) It was important that this hostility should 
be rendered very clear and obvious to men, and 
especially at the time of Christ, when a new era 
commenced, which needed to be strongly dis- 
tinguished, at its very introduction, from every 
other. For this reason, power was granted to 
evil spirits to possess the bodies of men, or to 
affect them with dreadful diseases—a power 
which they had not possessed before, and of 
which they have since been deprived. Vide 
Matt. xii. 28; Luke, xili. 16, coll. v. 11, and x. 
17—20; John, xvi. 11; Acts, x. 38, seq. (€) 
But, on the other hand, power was granted to 
Jesus and his apostles to shew, in a manner 
equally clear and striking, by the cure of the 
diseases which demons inflicted, that the object 
of the coming of Christ was to destroy the power 
of evil spirits, to render their hostility to our race 
harmless, and to free all those who wished to 
be freed from the evils ascribed to demoniacal 
agency. Cf. loc. supra cit. and John, xvi. 113; 
1 John, iii. 8, and those cited s. 64. The per- 
mission of these possessions, therefore, secured 
an important moral end, which could not be as 
well secured in any other way, at that particu- 
lar age of the world. (d) In no other way could 
the great object for which Christ came into the 
world, and to which he so often alludes, be 
so strongly represented, or so deeply impressed, 
as by these facts falling under the cognizance 
of the senses, The mere teaching of this reli- 
gion, unaccompanied by any such facts, would 
have produced on hearers like his a feeble im 
pression, compared with that made by those 
wonderful works which proved both the teacher 
and his doctrine to be divine. Facts produce 
always a greater effect upon men than abstraci 
instruction; and hence God so frequently em- 
ploys them, as we see both from the Bible and 
from experience, in the instruction which ke 
gives to men, at least makes use of them to ren- 
der the instruction he has otherwise imparted 
more impressive and certain. 
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SECTION LXVI. 


OF MAGIC AND SPECTRES. 
I. Of Magic. 


i. We shall here present some historical ob- 
servations on the subject of magic, and then 
some conclusions drawn from them ; for nothing 
more is necessary for the refutation of magic 
than that it be exposed to the light of history. 
The existence of spiritual agents, either friendly 
or hostile to our race, is here presupposed ; and 
magic is founded on the belief of their influ- 
ence, and secret and invisible power. Wherever 
this secret, invisible power of superior spirits 
is granted to men, there is a foundation for 
magic, whatever may be the nature of the spirits 
by whom it is granted, whether they are gods, 
or angels, or demons, or of some other denomi- 
nation. The many erroneous conceptions of 
ignorant and uncultivated men with respect to 
the influence of these spirits, and the custom 
of ascribing to their agency everything which 
cannot be easily explained on natural princi- 
ples,—these, with other things, furnish a suf- 
ficient ground for the propensity to magic which 
is Seen among so many persons, and in so many 
nations. This superstition has indeed appeared 
in different forms among different people; but 
as they all proceed from the same general ideas, 
they bear a strong resemblance to each other in 
all their diversities, and agree in the means 
which they prescribe to propitiate or appease 
these superior spirits, or to avert the threatened 
evil. Magic, in its largest sense, is the art of 
performing something which surpasses the na- 
tural powers of men, by the aid of superior spi- 
rits. And the less general cultivation one has, 
the less knowledge he possesses of the powers 
of nature and their effects, the more inclined 
will he be to magic, and to all kinds of super- 
stition which relate to the natural world. ‘The 
qaestion has sometimes been asked, In what na- 
tion was magic first practised? and, Who was 
its first inventor or teacher? And in answer to 
these questions, the Chaldeans and Persians 
have been mentioned. Sine dubio, says Pliny 
(xxx. 1), orfa in Perside & Zorovastre, ut inter 
auctores constat. But this inquiry is useless, 
since magic is practised by all savage nations, 
and they would be led to it naturally by the su- 
perstitious ideas above mentioned, and need not 
be supposed therefore to have derived it from 
ather sources. Vide Tiedemann, De Magia; 
Marburg, 1787. 

When rude and uncultivated man wishes in 
any way to better his condition, or to accomplish 
what appears to him difficult or impossible, he 
resorts to magic, or the aid of spirits. (a) Those 
who wished to be rich, or prosperous, to live 
comfortably, to regain their own health, or to 
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procure health for others, were accustomed to 
resort to supernatural assistance, to magic medi- 
cines, cures effected by incantation, alchymy, 
philtres, &c. The more mysterious, dark, and 
enigmatical the means prescribed by this art, the 
more welcome were they, and the more effica- 
cious were they believed to be. Even the ef- 
fects produced by the natural virtues of herbs, 
medicines, &c., were ascribed by some to the 
influence of spirits; hence Pliny says (xxx 1); 
Natam primum (magiam) e medicina nemo du- 
bitat, ac specie salutari irrepsisse velut altiorem 
sanclioremque medicinam. (b) Those who 
wished secretly to injure others, or to be re- 
venged upon them, were wont to employ vari- 
ous herhs, roots, or formulas of speech, for the 
purpose of bewitching or enchanting the objects 
of their dislike; and, on the other hand, resorted 
to amulets, charms, &c., when they wished to 
repel the injury to themselves from like prac- 
tices in others. Real injury has been done in 
magical practices by the use of actual poisons, 
though the operation even of these is ascribed 
by many to spirits. Hence, veneficium (papya- 
xeva) Signifies both the mingling of poison and 
sorcery. So Pliny (xxx. 2), Habet (magia) 
quasdam veritatis umbras; sed in his veneficiz 
artes pollent, non magice. (d) Those who 
wished to acquire the knowledge of things un- 
known to them, (e. ., who their enemies were, 
who stood in the way of their success, who had 
stolen their property, &e.,) or who wished to 
learn their future destiny, supposed that by con- 
sulting spirits they could best obtain the desired 
information. Pliny, in the passage above cited, 
says, ‘* Nullo (homine) non avido futura de se 
sciendi, atque de ceelo verissime peti credente.” 
Hence divination, dreams, and apparitions, have 
always been among the instruments of which 
the magician has availed himself. 

Among men entertaining the superstitious 
opinions here described, the supposed confidant 
of superior spirits would naturally command re- 
spect and influence. ‘These magicians (for so 
those were called who were supposed to possess 
familiar spirits) were sometimes impostors, 
sometimes themselves deluded, sometimes both 
at once. The various practices to which they 
resorted in ancient and modern times may be 
easily explained from what has already been 
said. The most common are the following-— 
viz., fascination by evil glances, by words, pray- 
ers, incantations, (carmina, formulas which 
were sung,) Ecel. x. 11; Ps. lviii. 5,6; Hom. 
Odys. de Circe; Virgil, Hcl. vili. 69, seq.3 
fin. iv. 487, seq. WVecromancy, the art of ob- 
taining the secrets of the future by conjuring 
up the dead; Homer, Odys. xi..—a very com- 
mon practice in the East, and among the He- 
brews, who were addicted to idolatry. A male 
practitioner of this art among the Hebrews was 
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called 31x, and a female, (for it was practised by 
females,) aix-nbpa, a woman who has a spirit of 
necromancy ; in the plural, miaix, surceresses. Lev. 
xXx. 27; Is. xxix. 4. Of this class was the 
witch of Endor, whom Saul consulted, 1 Sa- 
muel, xxviii. Cf. Is. viii. 19. Enchantment by 
magic herbsy ointments, medicines, and different 
means of exciting the feelings and passions. 

But the belief in the connexion between 
wicked men and evil spirits or malignant dei- 
ties, and the injury to others which wizards of 
this description could do with the assistance 
afforded them, has been more frightful in its 
consequences than any other. The magical 
practices of such men were called by the Ara- 
bians the black art, in distinction from what was 
_ done by those who had connexion with good 
spirits, which was called by them white magic, 
(magia alba.) This form of magic existed also 
among the Hebrews, who were addicted to 
idolatry ; for the Canaanites, and other heathen 
nations with whom they were connected, be- 
lieved in black deities, atri dii—i. e., harmful 
gods, the authors of mischief, not morally wicked, 
like the devils of the Jews after the captivity. 
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So we find yv2, (from the Arab. Lensud, obscu- 


ravit, eclipst affectt Deus solem, and synonymous 
Lie & 
with Wt, caliginavit oeulos,) magic, black 
art; and nvDn, @ magician, practitioner of the 
black art. Nah. iii. 4; Deut. xviii. 10. Great 
mischief has been done by the professors of the 
black art, who, under pretence of magical prac- 
tices, have not unfrequently committed murder, 
or administered poison. Hence in many of the 
ancient languages, the practice of magie and the 
mingling of poison were denoted by the same 
word; in Greek, by gapuaxeva, in Latin, by ve- 
neficium, venefica ; hence, too, the operations of 
poison and of magic are confounded by savage 
people—e. g., by the African negroes. Vide 
Oldendorp’s History of the Mission to the Ca- 
ribbean Islands, where the terrible consequences 
of the belief in magic among barbarous men are 
described. The practice of black magic was 
therefore forbidden by many of the ancient legis- 
lators, and especially by Moses, Ex. xxii., Lev. 
xxX., Deut. xviii. The latter forbade the practice 
of it by the Jews, partly from its intimate con- 
nexion with idolatry, and partly from the injury 
done by magicians, as real murderers and poi- 
soners. Magic, however, remained in vogue 
among the Jews. Before the exile, they sup- 
posed the supernatural power of magicians was 
derived from the heathen idols; but after the 
exile, when they wholly renounced idolatry, 
they supposed that black magic was performed 
by the aid of evil angels. No traces of this opi- 
nion, however, are to be met with shortly after 
the exile; but the Jews at the time of Christ 
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believed both in the connexion of men with good 
spirits and in their fellowship and alliance with 
devils; and of this the Pharisees accused even 
Jesus, Matt. xii. 24. \ 

2. The souree of modern scientific magic 
which has prevailed so extensively even among 
the civilized nations of Asia and Europe, muss 
be sought in the principles of the New Platonic 
philosophy, which first flourished in Eygpt. 
The enthusiastic adherents of this philosophy 
during the second and third centuries brought 
the ancient religion of the Greeks and the super- 
stitious opinions which prevailed among them 
into a scientific form, and gave them a learned 
aspect. Vide Meiner, Betrachtungen tiber die 
neuplatonische Philosophie ; Leipzig, 1782, 8vo. 
Eberhard, Ueber den Ursprung der wissen- 
schaftlichen Magie, in Num. 7 of his « Neuen 
vermischten Schriften;’? Halle, 1788. They 
gave out their own notions as purely Platonic, 
and in order to secure them a more favourable 
reception, invested them with the Platonic ideas 
respecting demons, purification of souls, union 
with the Deity, &c. They divided magic into 
two parts :—(a) @covpyva, Scovpyrxn tégvy, ma- 
gia alba—i. e., the art of gaining over good dei- 
ties or good demons, and of procuring their as- 
sistance and cooperation by means of appointed 
ceremonies, fasts, sacrifices, &c. This art was 
also called SEAYOYLA, (Seayopca 2) the art of en- 
listing the gods on one’s side; Scontia, x. 7. 2. 
(b) Donreca (from yons, incantator, prestigiator,) 
prestigiz, magia atra, witchcraft, the art of se- 
curing the assistance of evil spirits. This divi- 
sion was made by Jamblicus, Proclus, Porphyry, 
and other New Platonists. 

When now the principles of the New Platonic 
philosophy became prevalent among Christian 
people, theurgy and witcheraft were adopted 
among other doctrines, though in a form some- 
what modified, and intermingled with Jewish 
and Christian ideas. Vide Lactantins, Institt. 
Div. ii. 14, 16. The spread of these opinions 
was also promoted by the enthusiastieal writ- 
ings which were published in the fifth century 
under the assumed name of Dionysius Areopa- 
gita. It was the almost universal opinion of the 
ecclesiastical fathers that oracles, auguries, and 
the whole system of heathen divination, were 
to be ascribed to the devil, and were a product 
of this their so called yoyreca. Vide Lactan- 
tius,1.]. Van Dale, De Oraculis vett. ethni- 
corum; Amsterdamia, 1700. Among the Jews, 
some adopted the opinions above described, 
others adhered to their eabalistic dreams, and 
pretended to work wonders with words ané 
phrases taken from the Bible, with the name 
of God or angels, &e.; all which ran into the 
theurgy just noticed. Among the Saracens 
also, theurgy was very much practised; and es- 
pecially in the twelfth century, they employed 
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themselves very zealously in searching for the 
philosopher's stone by the practices of white ma- 
gic; and transmitted their results to the Chris- 
tians both of Asia and Europe. It may be said 
in general of Jewish and Christian teachers, 
that while they condemned heathen theurgy, 
they did not do this on account of its being a 
superstitious practice, but because of the homage 
rendered by it to strange gods ; for the gods and 
demons of the heathen were regarded by Jews 
and Christians as devils or fallen angels. But 
while they condemned theurgy as involving 
this homage, they retained the art itself, unal- 
tered except in its name. During the middle 
ages, magic was indeed in many places ex- 
changed for astrology, in consequence of the in- 
troduction of the physics of Aristotle; still 
magic was not wholly exterminated, nor were 
the different kinds of it (Seovpyda and yonreia) 
ever in more repute in the west than during the 
sixteenth and a part of the seventeenth centuries, 
shortly before and after the Reformation. The 
heads of theologians, civilians, and common 
people, were filled with the notion that there 
were in reality alliances between wicked men 
and wicked spirits, and not unfrequently, even 
in the protestant church, have persons been con- 
demned as wizards and witches. By degrees, 
however, the notions of some of the learned, 
especially of the Cartesian school, became more 
clear on this subject; and in England and the 
Netherlands some ventured openly to avow 
their own opinions, and publicly to express 
their belief in the unreasonableness of the popu- 
lar superstitions. Among these writers, Becker 
was foremost. He was followed in England 
by Webster and others, and in protestant Ger- 
many by Christ. Thomasius, in his work 
+Theses de crimine magie ;”” Hale, 1701; and 
in other works, in which he further developed 
the principles expressed in his Theses. His 
opinions excited at first great opposition, which, 
however, did not last long, so ashamed did the 
princes, theologians, and common people of the 
protestant church become of this superstition ; 
the trials of the witches were abandoned, and 
provision was made for the better instruction of 
the people and the enlightening of the public 
mind. But, after all, there is still in protestant 
countries a deep-rooted belief in magic, whieh 
is likely yet to continue. How many people 
of all classes, even in the midst of enlightened 
Germany, were deceived and led away by the 
conjurer Schropfer, and afterwards by Cagli- 
ostro! And by how many secret societies has 
the belief in magic been industriously propa- 
gated among the high and the low! Besides 
the works of Becker, Thomasius, Semler, 
Tiedemann, Meiner, and Eberhard, which have 
been already cited, cf. Hauber, Bibliotheca Ma- 
gica, 3 tom.; Lemgov. 1735—41, 8vo, where the 
30 
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hurtfulness of these magical practices is shewn 
from authority and history. Hennings, Das 
Grab des Aberglaubens, 4 Samml.; Frankfurt, 
1777, 8vo. Vide Noesselt’s «“ Biicherkennt- 
niss.” 

Note 1.—The act of producing unusual and 
striking effects by means of the known powers 
of nature, is called magia naturalis, because 
these effects, however marvellous and magical 
they may appear to the ignorant, are yet really 
produced by natural means. Such, for example, 
were many of the effects produced by the magi- 
cians of Egypt; Ex. vii. Vide Wiegleb, Na- 
tiirliche Magie; Berlin, 1779, 8vo; continued 
afterwards by Rosenthal. 

Note 2.—The philosophy of many secret or- 
ders, both in ancient and modern times, relies 
upon magic for the attainment of its object. It 
is built on the cabalistic theory, that man in his 
original perfection was a very different being 
from man in his present state; that he possess- 
ed even more natural powers than he now does; 
in short, that he was in the image of Adam Kad- 
mon, the original god-man, the first and purest 
effluence of all the divine powers and attributes ; 
that he was immortal, the friend of superior spi- 
rits, lord of the invisible world, and master of 
secret sciences and arts. ‘To restore human na- 
ture to this its original perfection was the object 
of philosophy; and the mysterious means by 
which this end could be accomplished, (the phi- 
losopher’s stone,) were supposed to have been 
communicated to Adam by superior spirits, and 
transmitted by tradition, hieroglyphics, and va- 
rious secret writings, through Seth, Enoch, 
Noah, Moses, Solomon, Hermes Trismegistus, 
Zoroaster, Orpheus, and others of. the initiated. 
This order was accessible to men of all reli 
gions, and among its members we find the Ara> 
bians Adfar and Avienna, Artesius, Raymund, 
Lullus, Nic. Flamel, and Basi]. Valentine. 
This mystery was brought from the East inte 
Europe by Christ. Rosenkreutz, who lived in the 
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. It was call 
ed the philosopher’s stone, though it ccmprehend- 
ed more than mere alchymy, or the art of enno 
bling metals, and the secret of preserving life 
a thousand years. This mystery had for its 
higher object the entire elevation of man, bodily 
and spiritually; and this object it sought to ef- 
fect by means of magic, or a mysterious con- 
nexion with good spirits. In comparison with 
this object, the mere making of gold was regard- 
ed as a very petty achievement by these adepts, 
and was so insignificant in their view, as many 
of them assure us, that rather than employ them- 
selves about it they would always remain poor. 


II. Of Spectres. 


A belief in spectres was formerly, and is still 
almost universal, and this, because it results 
; u2 
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immediately from certain feelings and ideas 
which are widely diffused among men. Spec- 
tres are called by the Greeks, <(602a, apparitions, 
visions, forms which can be seen, shadow-shapes ; 
also gacuara (from gaive) and garracpara 
(from arrata,) phantoms, phantasms. Vide 
Mark, vi. 494 They are called by the Latins 
spectra, (from the obsolete speeio, cerno;) also 
monstra. 

What are speetres? According to the concep- 
tions of the Greeks, Latins, Hebrews, Oriental- 
ists, and indeed of most nations, they are the 
souls of the departed, returned again to the earth, 
and rendered visible to men. ‘The nations now 
mentioned, and others less cultivated than these, 
supposed, indeed, that departed souls (the ghosts 
or manes of the dead) immediately after death 
wandered down to Hades (51x), (vide Homer, 
and Isaiah, xiv.;) and that they had definite 
places appointed them there, secluded from the 
upper world, to which they were not allowed to 
return in ordinary cases. Vide 2 Sam. xii. 23; 
Job, vii. 9, 10; Luke, xvi. 22, 23; Isa. xxxviii. 
10, seq. But as the living sometimes saw the 
deceased in their dreams, and as an excited 
imagination often depicted before their waking 
eyes the image of some departed friend, so that 
they seemed to themselves to see and to hear 
him, they naturally fell into the belief that the 
shades sometimes ascend from Hades, and be- 
come visible to men, or in some other way 
(perhaps by knocking) give signals of their 
presence. In conformity with these concep- 
tions, the rich man in Hades is said in the pa- 
rable to pray that one of the dead might be sent to 
his father’s house, Luke, xvi. 27,30. These 
ghosts in Hades were represented as beings 
possessing fine, aérial bodies, in which, though 
they were far less gross and palpable than the 
flesh and bones of our earthly bodies, they yet 
sometimes rendered themselves visible to men. 
Vide s. 59, II., s. 150. Traces of this opinion 
are found among the Jews, and also among the 
Latins and Greeks; thus Homer speaks of Bpo- 
Toy dora xauorvrav, and says of them, 


Od yap ent cdpxas ré Kal doréa tyes EXovow. 


Cf. Luke, xxiv. 39, mvedua oapxa xav dotia ovx 
tet. Vide texts from various writers cited by 
Wetstein in his Com, on Luke, xxiv. 37. From 
these prevailing conceptions, the passages, 
Luke, xxiv. 37, and Mark, vi. 49, 50, may be 
explained, and upon the existence of such su- 
perstitions the delusions of the ancient necro- 
mancers were founded—e. g., of the witch of 
Endor, 1 Samuel, xxviii. 7, seq. It was with 
these notions in his mind that Thomas took the 
appearance of Jesus to be the apparition of a 
departed spirit in a shadowy body, (e’8orov,) 
and was unwilling to believe that he had ap- 
peared to the other disciples in the true body 
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which he had upon the earth, John, xx. 25. 
John relates (chap. xxi.) that Jesus ate with his 
disciples after his resurrection, in order, it would 
seem, to discountenance the idea that he appear- 
ed only with tne airy body of a spectre. The 
common opinion on this subject was adopted by 
Plato, in his Phedon, and was afterwards fure 
ther developed and remodelled to suit themselves 
by the new Platonists. Vide Scripta Varii ar- 
gumenti, Num. iii., Progr. super origine opini- 
onis de immortalitate animorum; Halle, 1790. 
It was also adopted by many of the early Chris- 
tian teachers; it is found in the writings of the 
Greek and Latin fathers; and was turned to 
good account by the Romanists in their doctrine 
of purgatory. 

It would naturally occur to the minds of Jews 
and Christians that the devil, and the demons 
in subjection to him, might have some hand in 
these apparitions. Some accordingly maintained 
that it was the devil who, for various sinister 
purposes, occasioned the return and appearance 
of departed spirits; while others asserted that 
spectres were only illusions practised on us by 
Satan, that the ghosts of the departed never ap- 
peared, and that there were no other than devi- 
ish spectres. Of this opinion were many of the 
philosophers and theologians of the protestant 
church, in opposition to those of the Romish. 
Nor have there been wanting those who have 
attempted to explain ghostly appearances from 
physical causes. Cardanus and Jul. Ces. Ba- 
nini contended that spectres were exhalations 
from the wasting corpse, which, becoming con- 
densed during the more damp and silent air of 
the night, assumed at length the external form of 
the deceased. Of the philosophers who divided 
man into three parts—body, soul, and spirit, (s. 
51, I.,) some have supposed that it is the spzrit 
only which after death appears as a spectre. 
This was the opinion of Paracelsus, in the six-. 
teenth century, and in this he was followed by 
many theosophists and astrologers. He called 
this spectral spirit astral, because he supposed 
that it was composed of the two upper elements, 
air and fire, and was therefore longer in dissolv- 
ing after death than the material body, and 
could float about in the atmosphere. He was 
followed in this by Jacob Boehmen, and also 
by Rob. Fludd, and others of the ancient Rosa 
crucians. 

But these philosophers would have been bet- 
ter employed in inquiring, in the first place, 
whether the stories of ghostly appearances 
which they undertook to explain were real and 
well-established facts. This inquiry, however, 
they rarely made, and usually took for granted 
the truth of what they had heard on this subject. 
But if we examine impartially the various 
chost-stories which are told, we shall be brought 
to the conclusion that spectres are not, for the 
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most part, real beings, but creatures of the ima- 
gination, which often exercises so irresistible a 
eontrol over men, that they think they perceive 
with their external senses what has no exist- 
ence, or at least exists in an entirely different 
wey from that in which it appears to them. 
And in these cases fear and terror usually pre- 
vent all further investigation. Besides, there 
are some persons who are mischievous and 
thoughtless enough to work upon the fear and 
credulity of others, and who, merely for their 
own interest or amusement, will terrify them 
with frightful appearances. Again; the super- 
.Stitious notions which are contracted by many 
in early life become so deeply and firmly rooted 
in their minds,that often they cannot be eradi- 
cated during their whole lives; and this fur- 
nishes a psychological explanation of the fact, 
that even those philosophers who believe in no- 
thing of the kind are often not less agitated than 
others with the superstitious fear of ghosts. 
Still, however, no considerate and sober philo- 
sopher would allow himself to decide positively 
that spectres are in all cases unreal; for no one 
can presume to maintain that the appearance of 
disembodied spirits among the living is wholly 
impossible, and can never take place. In addi- 
tion to the works cited s. 65, 66, cf. Hennings, 
Von Ahndungen und Visionen; Leipzig, 1782, 
8vo; also his work, ** Von Geistern und Geister- 
sehern;’’ Leipzig, 1780, 8vo. Jung, Geister- 
kunde; Nurmberg, 1808, 8vo,—an attempt to 
furnish a scriptural answer to the question, 
How far we are to believe in presentiments, 
visions, dreams, apparitions, &c.; containing, 
however, nothing very satisfactory, though 
written with the best intentions. 


ARTICLE VIII. 


OF THE DOCTRINE RESPECTING DIVINE 
PROVIDENCE, 


SECTION LXVII. 


WHAT IS MEANT BY THE PROVIDENCE OF GOD, 
AND HISTORICAL REMARKS RESPECTING THIS 


DOCTRINE. 
I. Definition of Providence. 


ProvipencE, defined as to its inherent nature, 
is the power which God exerts without interrup- 
tion in and upon all the works of his hands. The 
-elation in which all things stand to God, and 
che influences which he exerts upon them, are 
always represented in the Bible as depending 
upon the creation. As the creator of all things, 
God possesses the power and the right to use 
them according to his own pleasure; and to 
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cause them, and all which is done by them, to 
promote his own designs. Hence the provi- 
dence of God is justly denominated by the 
schoolmen the second creation. Vide s. 46. 
But, defined as to'its external effect, and as far 
as it is visible to the eyes of men, providence 
may be said to be the government and preserva- 
tion of all things; or the constant care and over- 
sight of God for all his works; and this defini- 
tion, which is the one that Morus gives, is the 
most easy and intelligible. Cf. Morus, p. 76, 
Seedy. 

Note 1.—TVhe word providence (Germ. vorse- 
hung) is derived from the Latin providentia, and 
this from the Greek mpovova, which, however, 
is not found in any of the canonical books, 
though it occurs in the Book of Wisdor, xiv. 
3; xvii. 2. The words xpovoccy and providere 
properly signify to foresee, futura prospicere ; 
and xporova and providentia, accordingly signify 
foresight. But providere not only signifies to 
foresee, but also to exercise forceast, pracavere, 
and thus, in a general sense, fo wateh over, to 
care for, curare, procurare. In this sense it is 
employed by Cicero, (Nat. Deor. ii. 65,) Non 
universo genert hominum solum, sed etiam sin- 
gulis a deis cONSULI et PROVIDERI solet. Corres- 
ponding with providere are the following He- 
brew verbs—viz., yrs, mNn, and the other verba 
videndi et adspiciendi, as 037, Psalm xxxiii. 13, . 
(ef. épopav, Homer, Od. xiii. 214; épay, Il. xxiv. 
291; and the phrase, Dews contemplans maria 
et terras, Cicero, Nat. Deor. i. 203) 121 p2, 
Psa, viii. 5, (cf. anouvaouor, Il. xxiv. 428 ;) 
avin, op, xa, Num. vi. 265 151; and also the 
following Greek verbs—viz., gpovetv, wénrerr, 
(UT Petive 7; 1 Corax. 9,) énvoxénteosat, e10é- 
yoo, envywooxew. Corresponding with provi- 
dentia are the following Hebrew substantives— 
viz., 1}7, VEU, BY, MIwIND, MIM, AIT wy, 1215 
and the following Greek substantives—viz., 
xpluata, dS0l, SvaroyroMol, x T+ Ae 

Note 2.—The doctrine of divine providence 
is of the very first importance, and contributes 
greatly to the peace and happiness of human life. 
Were it not that God maintained a constant and 
watchful care over his works, all piety would 
immediately cease. A god who did not concern 
himself in the affairs of the world, and especially 
in the actions of men, would be to us as good 
as none at all. In that case, should men live in 
a virtuous and pious manner, they would have no 
approbation to expect from him; should they be 
guilty of crimes, they would have no punishment 
to fear; were they persecuted, they could think 
of God only as the idle witness of their wrongs ; 
were they in circumstances of suffering and sor- 
row, they could find no consolation, if God were 
unmindful of them. But if, on the other hand, 
I am entitled to believe, that even in times of 
the greatest adversity God careth for me as a 
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father, and will overrule all events for my great- 
est good, I may then be composed and unshaken, 
and may rise above depression and despair. 


Il. History of Opinions respecting this Doctrine. 

1. Rude and uncultivated nations have at first 
no idea of the world as a whole; they do not 
once think of its origin, of its internal con- 
nexion, or of the government which is exercised 
over it. Vide sec. 45, Nos. 1,2. And when 
by degrees they have attained to the thought 
that everything which exists must have a cause, 
they unconsciously adopt the notion, that chance 
or necessity is the cause of all things; and with 
this vague and indefinite notion remain for a 
long time satisfied. Vide Meiners, Historia 
doctrine de Deo vero, p. 1. Respecting the re- 
lation which exists between God and the world ; 
respecting his power, and the influence which 
he exerts upon the works of his hands, the con- 
ceptions of people in the first stages of improve- 
ment were of course very confined and imper- 
fect. Vide s. 46, Il. They represented the 
Deity to their minds as resembling themselves 
as closely as possible; they compared him to 
earthly princes and rulers, possessing, like them, 
though in a higher degree, power and influence ; 
they considered him therefore as a being whose 
protection was to be sought, and whose anger 
was to be dreaded; but at the same time they 
ascribed to him many human weaknesses and 
imperfections. Of many of his attributes they 
appear to have had very elevated and worthy 
conceptions; and especially of his power, as is 
evident from the representation of Homer, Zevs 
Sivarar dnovra: and yet even of this attribute 
their views were in some respects defective. 
For as an earthly monarch, though possessed 
of the greatest power, and of the best will, is 
sometimes prevented from acting in the manner 
which he approves and desires, by the occur- 
rence of some unforeseen events, or by the con- 
trol of necessity; even so, they supposed, was 
God himself, though possessed of a vastly supe- 
rior power, and acting in a sphere of vastly 
greater extent, yet equally liable to be hindered 
by contingent events, and equally subject to 
that irresistible necessity (fatum, qotpa), by 
which gods and men were alike controlled. 
And not only in the respect above mentioned 
was God supposed to resemble human rulers, 
but also in matters of mere propriety ; and as it 
was reputed inconsistent with the dignity of a 
‘uler to concern himself in all the petty affairs 
of his subjects, so it was supposed, a minute 
‘mspection and particular care over all his works 
would be inconsistent with the majesty of God. 
Such were the popular no-ions respecting the 
deities which prevailed among the ancient 
Grecks, and which are expressed in Homer, 
Hesiod, Pindar, and other early Grecian poets. 
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On the one hand, their conceptions of the pro~ 
vidence of God, and his government over the 
world, were very just and elevated ; they consi- 
dered all events as depending upon his will; 


GAN ijrot pév radra Sed év yotvacc Ketrac, a 


Il. xx. 435, and represented him as the witness 
and judge of the conduct of men ; 


Zeis obetas ricaS’ txerfows, bore kai Gddovg 


«977 bs RS aie ” ¢ = 
avSparovs ihopa, kai rivurat, Goris upaprn, 


Od. xiii. 213. But, on the other hand, these 
conceptions were mingled with others, which 
appear to us extremely unworthy, and inconsist- 
ent with the divine-character. 

Among the ancient nations, the Chaldeans 
were distinguished by their belief in the doctrine 
of fate, which they associated with their astro- 
logy; hence the name fatum Chaldaicum, or as- 
trologicum; though this doctrine was by no 
means confined to them. Among the Greeks, 
the philosophers made the popular notions re- 
specting the Deity the basis of their philoso- 
phical reasonings. From the belief which was 
almost universally entertained of two original 
and eternal principles—God and matter, neither 
of which was the author of the other (vide s. 
46, II.), their views respecting the agency of 
God in the material world, and of his power 
over it, and consequently respecting his provi- 
dence, must have been extremely defective and 
erroneous. The first among the Grecian philo- 
sophers who advocated the doctrine of fate, from 
whose control not even the Deity was excepted, 
was Heraclitus. It was afterwards defended by 
Parmenides, Democritus, and others; and even 
by Aristotle, if the testimony of Cicero (De 
Fato, c. 17) is to be received, which is somewhat 
doubtful. Butas this doctrine involvedinadequate 
conceptions of divine providence, and infringed 
upon the freedom of God and of other rational 
beings, it was remodelled by Plato, and so ex- 
plained by him as to be more easily reconciled 
with other established truths; though he does 
not always adhere to his own principles. The 
stoics are known as strict fatalists, though the 
precise sense in which they held this doctrine 
is a subject of dispute among the learned. Lip- 
sius maintained that the fate of the stoics was 
nothing more than the so called rational fate— 
i. e., the order established by God, in the exer- 
cise of his freedom and wisdom, according to 
which certain events must necessarily take 
place. In the stoical fate, however, there 
was always involved a physical necessity, al- 
though they represented it as a predetermina- 
tion which did not exclude the freedom of the 
will, and which, while it secured the certainty of 
particular events, did not make them necessary. 
This is indeed contradictory; but it did not ape 
pear soto them. Vide Tiedemann, System det 
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stoischen Philosophie, th. ii. s. 129—142; Leip- 
zig, 1776, 8vo. Acvording to the doctrine of 
Hpicurus, the Deity was wholly removed from 
the world. In his system, as it is represented 
vy Diogenes, Laertius, and Seneca, the notion 
of providence is absolutely denied. He supposed 
that the peace of the blessed gods would be in- 
terrupted by the labours and cares incident to 
the government of the world. 

2. This doctrine of an inevitable necessity 
being found inconsistent with the scriptural re- 
presentations of the providence of God, and be- 
ing also liable to the greatest objections on philo- 
sophical grounds, has been justly abandoned and 
rejected by Christian philosophers and theolo- 
gians. But in determining the manner in which 
God governs the world, they have shewn a great 
discrepancy in their opinions, and on account of 
the bearing of this question on that concerning 
the origin and causes of sin, have made it the 
subject of great controversy. They may be 
ranked, according to the systems which they 
have adopted, in three classes, each of which 
has its representatives even among the ancient 
schoolmen. 

(a) The Occasionalists, who adopted the sys- 
tem of occasional causes (systema causarum oc- 
easionalium), occastonalism. They maintained 
that God is the immediate cause of the actions 
of his creatures, and that they only furnish him 
an occasion for what he does, and accordingly 
are only passive instruments by which he abso- 
lutely and irresistibly accomplishes his own 
designs. According to this system, what are 
elsewhere called second causes are only oecasiones 
agendi. They are also called Predeterminantes, 
because they supposed a predeterminatio, or 
premotio physica. Of this class were many of 
the schoolmen, particularly the Thomists and 
Dominicans, among whom Gabriel Biel distin- 
guished himself as an advocate of this theory, 
in the fifteenth century. The same notion re- 
specting the manner of God’s agency in the 
world was adopted in the seventeenth century, 
by many of the disciples of Des Cartes; and 
indeed his principles necessarily involved it. 
Among theologians, the disciples of Cocceius, 
and some Arminians, were the advocates of this 
system. Its most zealous and acute defenders, 
however, were Malebranche and Bayle, though 
the latter dissented in many particulars from the 
former. The names of Twiss, Maccov, and 
Turretin, deserve to be mentioned in this class. 
Tn the Romish church, the Dominicans still con- 
tinue the advocates of this theory. With regard 
to this theory it must be said, that it is hard to 
see its consistency with the freedom of the 
human will; nor, indeed, is its inconsistency 
denied by Bayle. Man is thus subjected to ne- 
cessity; his good and bad actions are not im- 
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him, as a mere instrument. But the law of ne- 
cessity, when applied to moral beings, or within 
the world of spirits, is extended beyond its 
proper sphere, which is the material world. 
This theory, therefore, which involves a neces- 
sity of acting, is utterly inapplicable to moral 
beings, whose highest law of acting is freedom. 
[Respecting the system of occasional causes, 
the student may consult Hahn, Lehrbuch des 
christlichen Glaubens, s. 73, s. 316, 320. Bret- 
schneider, Handbuch der Dogmatik, b. i. s. 93,8. 
610. Tennemann, Grundriss der Gesch. ter 
Philos. s. 373, 378.—Tr. ] 

(5) Perceiving that this theory was untenable, 
and injurious in its influence on morality, some 
adopted one exactly opposite, and maintained 
that ihe creatures of God acted immediately in 
and through themselves, in the exercise of the 
powers with which they had been once endowed 
by the Creator, and independently of his assist 
ance. ‘They compared the movements and al 
terations which appear in the ereation to those 
of a machine, (e. g., of a clock,) which, being 
once made and wound up, goes for a time of 
itself, without the further assistance of the artist, 
and when he is no Jonger present. This theory 
is called the system of mechanism, and was 
proposed by Durandus, in the fourteenth cen 
tury, and by other schoolmen. Its first advocate 
was Scotus, and it has been adopted by many 
of the modern mechanical philosophers, ans- 
even by Richard Baxter. Some have made 
use of Bonnet’s System of development, in or 
der to confirm and complete this theory. Bw 


this theory, as well as the one to which it it 
opposed, is liable to great objections. It ex 
hibits God in a light which is inconsistent 
with his perfections. It represents him as an 
artist who leaves his work, when he has com- 
pleted it, or idly beholds its.operations. Nor 
does this theory, less than the former, impinge 
upon the doctrine of freedom and accountability. 
If it is consistently carried through, it removes 
many of the most important motives which 
ethics or religion can furnish ; for practical uses, 
therefore, it is wholly unfit. Vide Jerusalem, 
Betrachtungen, th. i.s.114. Also the writings 
of Kant, which contain many profound discus- 
sions on this subject. [Cf. De la Mettrie, 
L’ Homme machine, 1748, 4to. Coleridge, Aids 
to Reflection, p. 243, Amer. Edition.—Tr. ] 

(c) In consequence of the difficulties and ob- 
vious errors attending the theories above men- 
tioned, many of the schoolmen were led to adopt 
a scheme which is intermediate between these 
opposite extremes. They maintained that God 
has indeed endowed his creatures with active 
powers; but that still his own concurrent aid 
(concursus) is essential to their exercise ; since 
without it neither the thing itself which is sup- 


putable to him, but to God, who acts through | posed to act, nor its power of action, cold for a 
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moment subsist; so that, in all the actions of his 
creatures, there is a joint, concurrent agency of 
God. By this theory, most of the difficulties 
attending this subject are obviated; it is also 
found to be the most accordant with the repre- 
sentations of the Bible, and to commend itself 
more than any other to sound reason. It has 
therefore been justly adopted, though with vari- 
ous modifications, by most of the modern philo- 
sophers and theologians. In the sequel of this 
Article it will be more fully developed. [Cf. 
Bretschneider, Handbuch, b. i. s. 92, s. 605. ] 

Bat after all that has been thought and writ- 
ten upon this subject, it still remains encom- 
passed with difficulties; and this, for the reason 
that it is impossible for men to form any distinct 
conceptions respecting the proper, internal man- 
ner of the divine agency. In order to represent 
it to our minds, we must liken it to the manner 
in which men act; and thus our whole know- 
ledge of the subject is, from the necessity of the 
case, symbolical, and greatly deficient. From 
this historical sketch, however, and especially 
from No. 1, one thing is clear—viz., that the 
simple theory respecting the providence of God, 
which is now almost universally received as 
true, owes its origin neither to heathen mytho- 
logy or philosophy, but to the Bible, where it 
was exhibited before it ever entered the mind 
of any philosopher. Vide Statidlin, Materialien 
zu einer Geschichte der Lehre von Gottes 
Fursehung, in his ‘Magazin fiir Religions- 
geschichte,”” b. ili. st. 1, s. 234, ff; Hanover, 
1804, 8vo. 


SECTION LXVII. 


OF THE PROOF OF THE DOCTRINE OF DIVINE PROVI- 
DENCE; AND OF THE DIVISIONS UNDER WHICH 
IT HAS BEEN TREATED. 


I. Proof of this Doctrine. 


1. Proor from reason. 
upon the truth of the position that the world is 
not self-existent, but was created by God; and 
this proposition is proved by the same argu- 
ments by which the divine existence is proved. 
Vide s. 15,46. Presuming that this position 
may now be considered as fully established, we 
derive proof of the providence of God from two 
sources—viz., from his own nature, and from 
that of his works. 

(a) From the nature and attributes of God. 
That God is not only able, but willing to take 
care of all his creatures, is demonstrable from 
the idea of the most perfect being; cf. s. 15. 
That he is able to do this, appears from his om- 
nisctence, by which he knows the circumstances 
and wants of all his creatures; from his wes- 
ds, by which he understands in what manner 
and by what means the world may be sustained 


This proof depends. 
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and governed; and from his omnspetenee, by 
which he can accomplish everything which he 
desires. ‘That he is willing to do this, follows 
alike from his wisdom and his goodness. Vides. 
24, 28. If itis the design of God to advance 
his creatures to that degree of perfection and 
well-being of which they are susceptible, it 
must also be his will to watch over them, and 
to exercise towards them his providential care, 
to sustain them, and to promote their welfare 
by means which his wisdom approves as best. 
And his willing to do this is his actually doing 
it; for to suppose God to will anything, the 
attainment of which depends upon his abso- 
lute power, which yet he does not execute, 
would be to ascribe to him weakness and im- 
perfection. This metaphysical proof, however, 
when stated in its full extent, is not sufficiently 
intelligible to be used in popular instruction. 

(6) From the nature of created things. For 
it is obvious that the creatures of God are no 
more able to perpetuate their being than they 
were to contribute at first to their own existence. 
To sustain and perpetuate existence requires no 
less power than to create. Besides, the wise, 
orderly, and harmonious movement of all created 
things, In conformity with the plan on which 
they were adjusted, and for the promotion of the 
ends for which they were made, which is every- 
where visible in the universe, sufficiently evinces 
the care and government of an all-wise and al- 
mighty being. Cf. s. 69. To this it is object- 
ed that God might have so made the world that 
it would preserve itself, and stand in no need 
of the providence of its author; but from this 
objection the system of mechanism (noticed s 
67, IL. b) immediately results; and this system, 
as was remarked, excludes moral freedom, and 
subjects everything to the law of necessity. 
Cf. s. 26. 

[ Vote.—Besides these proofs of the provi- 
dence of God, the theologians of the school of 
Kant have proposed another, similar to that of 
the divine existence, Art. ii. s. 15,11. It is 
briefly this: we cannot recognise the law of 
duty written upon our hearts as a divine coms 
mand, unless we believe that there is a moral 
government which wiil, in the end, make the 
happiness which, as sensitive beings, we natu- 
rally desire, proportionate to the morality of our 
actions; we cannot derive the strength which 
is necessary to a course of undeviating virtue 
amidst the temptations to which we are ex- 
posed, from anything but a faith in a holy go- 
vernor of the world, and disposer of the destinies 
of men. And hence—viz., from the necessity 
of believing in providence in order to virtuous 
moral action—they argue the truth of this doc- 
trine, and call it a postulate of our practical rea- 
son. There is still another proof which deserves 
a distinct mention—viz., that which may be de- 
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rived from the great historic events which have 
taken place in the world,—the giving and trans- 
mission of a divine revelation—the founding of 
religious institutes, as the Mosaic and the Chris- 
tian—the raising up of prophets, apostles, and 
detenders of the faith—the ordering of particu- 
lar events, such as the Reformation—the more 
remarkable deliverances noticed in the lives of 
those devoted to the good of the world, &c.— 
all of which indicate the wise and benevolent 
care of God over the human family, and toge- 
ther constitute what may be called the historic 
proof of the providence of God. This proof is 
exhibited in an interesting manner in the scrip- 
ture biography of Hess, in Niemeyer’s Charac- 
teristics of the Bible, and works of a similar 
kind.—Tr.] 

2. From the holy scriptures. Cf. Morus, p. 
76, seq. s. 3. Many of the texts which might 
be cited will be omitted here, and introduced in 
their more appropriate places in the sections 
which follow. Of the texts which treat of the 
general subject of providence more at large, and 
which exhibit many of the truths connected with 
this doctrine, the following are the most import- 
ant:—Ps. viii. xix. xc. (s. 20, III.) xci. civ. 
(vide Article on the Creation,) and cxxxix. 
(s. 22, I.;) in the New Testament, Matt. vi. 
25—32; x. 29-31; Acts, xvii. 24—28. 

In the texts above cited we are taught the 
following truths:—(a@) The preservation of the 
existence of all things depends on God alone. 
(6) God is the ruler and proprietor of the uni- 
verse, his title in it being founded in his having 
created it. (c) The state and circumstances of 
all created things are determined by God; he 
needs nothing; but his creatures receive from 
him the supply of all their wants. (d) No- 
thing is so insignificant as to be unworthy of 
nis notice; his providence extends even to the 
smallest obiects. (e) Through his watchful 
care al] his creatures, in their several kinds, en- 
joy as wrch good as from their nature they are 
susceptible of. (f) But his providence is most 
conspicuous in reference to the human race, 
both asa whole and as composed of individual 
men. He preserves their lives, provides them 
with food, clothing, and everything which they 
need. Their actions and their destinies are un- 
der his guidance and at his disposal; and their 
race is preserved from generation to generation 
through his care. The whole is comprised in 
the words of Paul, Acts, xvii. 28, éy ai7@ Comer 
xol xivonussa xav Eoper. 

These scriptural representations have many 
practical uses. They furnish us with the means 
of forming just notions of God, and with mo- 
tives to induce us to reverence and serve him, 
Acts, xvii. 27. These considerations are cal- 
culated to inspire our minds with confidence in 
God, and to teach us to regard him as a kind 
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and benevolent father. Cf. the texts cited from 
Matthew, and Is. xl., ad finera. Indeed, the 
whole object and tendency of this doctrine, as 
exhibited in the sacred writings, is to excite 
and cherish pious dispositions in our minds 
It leads us to think, with regard to every passing 
event, that God knows it; to feel that it is ex- 
actly as he willed it, and in it to see his agency. 
If we were duly influenced by what we are 
taught in the Bible of the providence of God, 
we should do all our works under a sense of his 
presence, évuztvoy vod @eov, and our constant 
maxim would be ovdiv dvev cov. Vide Matt. 
x. 29, &c. Morus, p. 76, s. 3, p. 78, Note. 
Such exalted and worthy conceptions of the 
providence of God as these, which occur every- 
where in the Bible, and which must accord with 
the judgment and the feelings of every one who 
is not wholly perverted, may be sought in vain 
in the writings of the ancient philosophers, whe 
were unacquainted with the Bible. And it is 
to the Bible alone that modern philosophers are 
indebted for the more correct principles which 
they inculcate upon this subject. 

Wote.-—The work of providence and preserva- 
tion is usually ascribed in the Bible to the 
Father, as is also the work of creation; and it is 
principally as the creator and preserver of the: 
world that he is called Futher. Vide s. 36. 
There are, however, some texts in the New 
Testament, in which both the creation and pre- 
servation of the world are ascribed to the Son— 
e. g., Heb. i. 3, épay narra fyware Suvapers 
anrov, and Col. i. 17, 74 navea év aire ovvéotyxe, 
both of which have already been examined in 
the article respecting the creation, s. 47, Il. 2. 


Il. Scholastic Divisions. 


1. The providence of God is divided, in rela- 
tion to its objects, into general (generalis), so far 
as it extends to all existing things; specia. 
(specialis), so far as it relates to moral beings— 
to men and human affairs; and particular (spe- 
cialissima), so far as it extends to the moral 
beings, who fulfil the ends of their existence— 
the pious and virtuous. Vide Morus, p. 78, 
s. 4. Strictly speaking, however, God cannot 
be said to care more or less for one class of his 
creatures than for another. His providence, in 
itself considered, is the same for all; but all 
have not an equal capacity to receive the proofs 
and benevolent expressions of his care: an irra- 
tional creature is not susceptible of the same 
kind and degree of perfection and welfare as a 
rational being; nor a vicious, as a virtuous 
man. Hence it seems to us as if God had more 
care for the animate than for the inanimate vrea- 
tion; for men, than for beasts; for the picus, 
than for the wicked; though the real ground of 
the difference in their condition lies in their own 
greater or less capacity for the divine favour 
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Now the universe, so far as we know, consists 
of the three classes—inanimate things, crea- 
tures endowed with life and activity but pos- 
sessing no rational and moral powers, and mo- 
ral beings. The latter are by far the most ex- 
alted and noble, the nearest related, so to speak, 
to their author, and those in whom his designs 
mostly terminate. They are not placed, like 
the lower orders of being, under the law of ne- 
cessity, and treated like machines; which would 
be inconsistent with the free nature which has 
been given them. The highest aim which God 
can be supposed to have had in view in the 
creation and government of the world, is a 
moral end; and to subserve this end, to which 
all others are subordinate, he governs not only 
the moral kingdom, but the whole material and 
- animal creation. s 

2. The particular manner in which God pre- 
serves and governs the world can no more be 
understood by us than the manner in which he 
first created it. Vide s. 46. But in order to 
obtain some definite conceptions of this subject, 
we compare the operations of God to those of 
men; though in doing this there is danger of 
ascribing to God the imperfections which belong 
only to man. Now when men exercise care 
over anything, there are two things which may 
be considered—the care itse/f, as exercised by 
them, and the effect or reswit of it. 

(a) The care itself, (actio interna.) Since a 
man, when he exercises care over others, must 
have the knowledge of what they need, and un- 
derstand the means by which their wants can 
be supplied ; must then come to a determination 
to make use of the means approved as proper; 
and lastly, must carry his determination into 
effect ; so it was supposed to be with God, in 
the care which he exercises over the world ; and 
this gave rise to the scholastic division of the 
_providence of God into three acts—viz., 7tp0- 
yreous (prescientia), the knowledge of God of 
the wants of his creatures, and of the best 
means of supplying them ; zpoSeors (decretum), 
his determination to make use of these means; 
and diaxnous (executio, administratio), his actual 
Sulfilment of his determination. But here it 
must be remembered that this can be said only 
anthropopathically of God, since in his mind 
there is no succession of acts. 

(b) The effect of this care, (actio externa.) 
In order to render the manner of this external 
agency of God in his providence in some degree 
intelligible, the schoolmen have assumed three 
external acts of providence—viz., preservation 
(conservatio), cooperation (concursus), and go- 
yernment (gubernatio); and under these three 
heals the doctrine of divine providence is usual- 
ly treated. (a) Preservation (conservatio) is 
that mighty and efficient agency of God by 
which created things continue to exist, by which 
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the identity of their being is preserved ; efficter 
tia Det, qua ipsx substantia pergunt esse. It ex- 
tends to things already existing, and in this is 
distinguished from the act of ecreatzon ; though, 
in reality, the preservation of the world is 
only a continuation of the act of creation, and is 
therefore sometimes properly called, creatio con- 
tinuata. (8) Cooperation (concursus) is that 
act of God by which he preserves the powers 
originally imparted to created things, gud vires 
substantiarum durant. The term concursus, aS 
as used by the schoolmen, is synonymous with 
auxilium; but it is a very inconvenient term, 
and leads naturally to the inquiry, whether God 
assists men and cooperates with them in their 
wicked actions? This division has been wholly 
omitted by some modern theologians (e. g., by 
Doederlein), on the ground that the preservation 
of the existence of a thing without the preserva- 
tion of its powers cannot be conceived, and that 
this division is therefore necessarily involved 
in the preceding; which is indeed true, as to 
fact, though the preservation of the simple sub- 
stance of a thing, and the preservation of its 
powers of acting, may be made the subjects of 
distinct consideration by the mind. (y) Go- 
vernment (gubernatio, providentia stricte sic 
dicta) is that act of God by which he so orders 
all the changes which take place in the world, 
and so guides all the actions of his creatures, 
as to promote the highest possible good of the 
whole, and of every part. According to the 
usual method of theological writers we shall 
proceed to treat of this doctrine under the three 
foregoing heads; in such a way, however, that 
what is said respecting the first two divisions 
(preservation and cooperation) will be con- 
nected together. Respecting the divisio® of 
providence into ordinata and miraculosa, vide s. 
72, Il. 

Note.—Notice of some of the principal works 
on the providence of God. The ancient heathen 
philosophers said much on this subject which 
was just and practically useful, though mingled 
with much that was erroneous. Cf. Xenophon’s 
Memorabilia, the writings of Plato, and other 
disciples of Socrates. Cf. also the writings of 
Marcus Aurelius, and of other stoics. The 
work of Cicero, De Natur. Deor.; and of Se- 
neca, De Providentia, deserve particular men- 
tion. Some of the early ecclesiastical fathers 
devoted whole works to this subject. Chry 
sostom wrote a book on providence. Gregory 
of Nazianzen treated of it in his discourses. 
particularly the sixteenth. Theodoret wrote 
‘‘Sermones de Providentia.”’ Salvianus Mas- 
siliensis, a Latin father of the fifth century, 
wrote a work entitled «De gubernatione Dei.” 
In modern times, the theory of this subject has 
been ably discussed in the writings of Kant, 
and other works on the philosophy of religion 
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‘Works of a more practical and popular cast are 
the following :—Jacobi, Betrachtungen tiber die 
weisen Absichten Gottes; Hanover, 1765—66, 
‘8vo; Jerusalem, Betrachtungen tiber die wicht- 
igsten Wahrheiten der Religion; Sander, Ueber 


die Vorsehung ; Leipzig, 1780—81, 8yo; also’ 


the work « Fiir Anbeter Gottes, 1780, by the 
same author; Zollikofer, Betrachtungen tiber 
das Uebel in der Welt; Leipzig, 1777, 8vo; 
and many of the Sermons of this author; Jacob, 
Von der Religion; Képpen, Die Bibel, ein 
Werk der géttlichen, Weisheit, in which excel- 
lent work there are many fine and useful remarks 
on this subject. 


SECTION LXIX. 


OF THE PRESERVATION OF THE EXISTENCE AND 
OF THE POWERS OF CREATED BEINGS AND 
THINGS. 


I. Preservation of Creatures in General. 


Tue great end which God has in view in his 
providence over the world is the welfare of his 
sreatures. On him does their existence and 
well-being every moment depend. ‘The powers 
which they possess from the beginnining of 
their existence, and the laws by which these 
powers are exercised, have their only ground in 
the divine will. ‘This will of God is the effi- 
cient cause of the existence of his creatures, 
and of all the powers which they possess; and 
not only so, but of the continuance of these 
creatures, with their powers and laws. These 
Jaws, in conformity with which the powers of 
created things develop themsclves, are com- 
‘monly called the Jaws of nature. These pro- 
positions need to be farther ‘]lustrated and esta- 
blished. 

1. The proof that God preserves the existence 
and the powers of all created things is drawn 
from the following sources :— d 

(a) From the contingeney of the world. The 
world does not necessarily exist; it has not the 
ground of its existence in itself; but it is contin- 
gent, and depends upon the will of God. Vide 
s. 15,46. It must therefore continue to exist 
through the same power which first gave it 
being. The purpose of God to create the world 
could not have been confined to the first instant 
of its creation, but must have comprised its 
whole future being und permanent existence. 
Now this purpose of God is unalterable, and 
cannot be hindered or turned aside by the inter- 
vention of any object; but must endure while 
the creation continues. The continuance, there- 
fore, of the creation, through every moment of 
its existence, is so intimately connected with the 
purpose of God respecting its first existence, that 
it can hardly be separated from it, even in 
thought. Cf. the theory of the divine decrees, 
8. 32. 
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(b) From eaperience and history. That God 
preserves the works which he has created may 
be rendered very obvious from a survey of the 
world and a review of its past history. Cf. es- 
pecially the work of Sander above mentioned, 
and the works on teleology noticed s. 15, I. 2, 
ad finem. If we look no further than the phy- 
sical world, and confine our attention to its wise 
adaptation to the ends which it is made to an- 
swer, we shall he driven to the conviction 
that itis not the work of chance or blind acci- 
dent, but that, on the contrary, it is constituted 
by an intelligence which, though invisible, 
guides and governs all things with infinite 
wisdom. The following are examples of innu- 
merable teleological observations which might 
be made. No single species of animals has pe- 
rished, notwithstanding all that has been done 
to destroy them, and all the dangers to which 
they have been exposed from floods, earthquakes, 
&c.; nor has any species undergone essential 
alterations. The nature ana yualities of the 
horse, the lion, the crocodile, &c., are still the 
same as they were described to be by Moses, 
Homer, Aristotle, and other ancient writers. 
Between the individuals also of the different 
species, the same relations and proportions 
which have always been observed still exist. 
Wild and dangerous animals multiply less ra- 
pidly than tame and domestic ones. The short- 
lived animals, and particularly insects, propa- 
gate their kind in great numbers; those that 
live longer produce fewer young. Were the 
ephemeral insects no more prolific than the lion 
and the elephant, their race would be soon ex- 
tinct; and were the progeny of the lion and ele- 
phant as numerous as that of the insect tribes, 
the earth would soon be insufficient to support, 
or even contain them, and other species of ani- 
mals would be driven out and destroyed before 
them. In the material world there is a constant 
ebb and flow; on the one hand, decay, death, 
and destruction; on the other, life, and ever- 
renewed activity and motion; in short, through- 
out the world there are conflicting powers, by 
which the things that belong to it are at one 
time wasted and destroyed, at another revived 
and animated; but yet, after all, everything 
exists in the most just proportion and perfect 
order; and every apparent dissonance is resolved 
at last into an uninterrupted harmony. Every 
sensitive being stands in such a relation to the 
rest of the world that it finds what is necessary 
for its support and welfare. And any one who 
will consider all this with attention, will be led 
to the conclusion that it results from the consti- 
tution of a Being who is supremely intelligent, 


and who guides all things in such a way as to 


promote his own purposes. Whatis so suitably 
arranged, so wisely and accurately adapted to 
its ends, and so perfectly adjusted to all its rela- 
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tions, cannot possibly be the work of blind 
chance. Against such a supposition the reason 
of man instantly revolts. 

[Wote-—The validity of this proof from expe- 
rience is denied by Statidlin, (Lehrb. s. 273,) 
and also by Bretschneider, for the following rea- 
sons :—(1) Our experience is too young and too 
limited to enable us to derive an argument from 
it with certainty. (2) From experience it can- 
not be shewn that everything has been the same 
from the beginning of the creation as it now is. 
(3) The argument from experience is rendered 
uncertain by the fact that several species of ani- 
mals—e. g., the mammoth—are wholly extinct, 
and other facts of a similar nature. They 
therefore rest the proof of the preservation of 
the world by the agency of God, solely upon 
the metaphysical and scriptural arguments.— 
Tr. | 

(c) From the express declarations of the holy 
seriptures, which coincide with what we are 
taught by experience and history, and which 
indeed, by their example, lead us to make the 
observations and to draw the conclusions just 
stated. Among the most explicit of these decla- 
rations are those contained in Psalm civ. 8—16, 
27, 28, and particularly ver. 29. ** Thou takest 
away their breath, they die, and return to their 
dust. Thou sendest forth thy spirit, they are 
created : and thou renewest the face of the earth.” 
Here also the words of Christ, which are so 
useful as examples of proper instruction, should 
be particularly mentioned, Matt. vi. 26, seq.; 
x. 29. According to these representations, not 
a hair falls from the head of man, not a bird falls 
to the ground, not a flower withers in the field, 
without the notice and will of God. Hence 
we, who were made for such higher purposes, 
should confidently trust in God, and renounce all 
painful solicitude and despondency, all doubt 
and despair. For if God takes care of the less, 
how much more will he of the greater! of ws, 
therefore, whose destination is so much more 
exalted than that of his other creatures. Our life, 
our activity, our whole existence, proceeds from 
him ; and as a father, he constantly cares for us, 
Acts, xvii. 28. 

2. In considering the powers which God im- 
parts to his creatures, and the continuance of 
which he secures, two things need especially to 
be noticed—viz., their degree and their use. 

(a} The degree (modus) of these powers. 
And this again is either essential—i. e., necessa- 
rily requisite to the very existence of the thing, 
so that, in defect of it, it would cease to be what 
it is, or contingent, accidental, inasmuch as the 

. proportion of powers in different individuals be- 
longing to the same kind, may be, and actually 
is, different. ‘These contingent powers and ca- 
pacities are either innate or acquired, and in- 
creased and strengthened by discipline and ex- 
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ercise. For example: it is essential to the ex+ 
istence of a man that he possess reason, memory, 
and imagination; these are vires essentiales ; but 
one man surpasses another in these powers, and 
this is what is contingent. One man has @ na- 
tural and innate talent for poetry, music, paint- 
ing, or some other art or employment; another 
acquires skill in these things by effort and dili- 
gence. Now in this difference of degree in these 
powers, and in the wise proportion and allotment 
of them to animate and inanimate, rational and 
irrational creatures, the wise providence of God 
is clearly exhibited. 

(b) The use ofthese powers is granted to the 
creatures of God for their own advantage and 
the good of the whole. This is very obvious in 
the case of the natural instincts imparted to ani- 
mals. Vide Reimarus, Von den Trieben, beson- 
ders den Kunsttrieben der Thiere—an excellent 
work. In this respect man is far inferior to the 
lower orders of creatures. But in piace of in- 
stinct he has reason and free will, by which he 
is determined to action. Vides.26.1. And in 
this his great advantage over other creatures con 
sists; by this, his moral nature, he resembles 
God, and is more nearly related to him than othet 
creatures who inhabit the earth. And God has 
enabled man so to use his powers that the free- 
dom of the human will shall not be at all in- 
fringed. 

From what has now been said it appears (a) 
that God is the first cause of all the powers 
which his creatures possess. (b) That God 
may be said in a certain sense to cooperate 
(concurrere) with the free actions of men, since 
he grants them the powers necessary to action, 
even to free action, and continually preserves 
the powers which he has given; and moreover 
is able to overrule their evil actions so as ta 
make them promote the greatest good. But (e) 
since this language is liable to misapprehension, 
and might be understood in such a sense as 
would be inconsistent with the freedom of the 
will, and would represent God as the author and 
promoter of sin, it is better to make an accurate 
distinction between the powers themselves 
granted to moral beings, and the exercise of 
these powers in free actions. ‘The powers of 
action come from God; but he has left the use 
and exercise of these powers to moral beings. 
This is involved in the very idea of moral being, 
which would cease to be moral if it were sub- 
jected to the control of necessity, and not suf- 
fered to choose and to do what it saw to be best, 
according to the laws of freedom. Vides. 26, I. 
God is not, therefore, the efficient cause of the 
free actions of moral beings. This distinction 
is thus expressed by the schoolmen: Dewm con- 
currere AD MATERIALE actionis libere—i. e., God 
gives to men the powers of action, and preserves 
these powers every moment, but not AD ronMALB 
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nelionis libere—i. e., he is not the efficient cause 
of the free actions themselves. Thus, for ex- 
ample, when a man opens his mouth to lie, or 
to forswear, God grants him the power at that 
ery moment to open his mouth and to speak 
(concurrit ed materiale actionis ;) but the use of 
this power ¢ formale actionis) is left to the man 
himself. and he might open his mouth to speak 
the truth, and to glorify God. The action, 
therefore, whatever it is, is his own, and for it 
he himseit 1s accountable; which could not be 
the casw if the action proceeded from another. 
ote.—n contemplating the preservation of 
the ex:stence and of the powers of all created 
beings, we iind great occasion to recognise and 
admire the divine wisdom and goodness, and also 
a powerfut motive to seek for true holiness. 
This is the application which the sacred writers 
made e/ tnis doctrine; and hence the ample in- 
struction on this subject which they give us is 
so eminently calculated to produce a good prac- 
tical effect. Cf.s. 24 ands. 28,II. Also Ci- 
cero, De Natur. Deor. ii. 39, seq., and 47. 


II. Preservation of Men. 


1. “en are the only creatures of God upon the 
earth who possess a moral nature, or who have 
reason and freedom of will; and as possessing 
these, they are capable of a far higher degree of 
perfection and happiness than the lower orders 
of creation. Hence the care of God for them is 
more apparent, and seems to be more active and 
efficient, than for his other creatures. Matthew, 
vi. 26, ody Duets parrov Siapépere adtwv; Acts, 
KVii, 26, 28, yévos @zov éouev. Of this watchful 
care of God for the preservation of men we have 
abundant proof in the history of our race. Vide 
Stissmilch, Goettliche Ordnung in den Verin- 
derungen des mensclichen Geschlechts ; Berlin, 
1788, 8vo. But more particularly— 

2. The life and al] the powers of each indivi- 
dual of the human race depend upon God. Mo- 
rus; p. 77, n. 3. 

(a) Our life depends upon God. 

(«) As to its or?gin ; for although our parents, 
as the instruments of God, are the means by 
which we come into the world; yet God is truly 
our cre2tor, and the author of our existence. 
We are taught everywhere in the holy seriptures 
that God formed us, &c.; Job, x. 8, 11, 12; 
Acts, xvii. 25; 27; Ps. exxxix. 13—16; and 
also that he secures the continuance of the life 
which he imparts, orders all its changes, deter- 
mines the time, place, circumstances, and, in 
short, everything respecting it, Psalm xc., xci., 
exxxix.; Acts, xvii. 24; Matthew, vi., x. ‘The 
Hebrews represented this truth in a very plain 
and striking manner, by supposing God to keep 
a book of fate and book of life, in which every 
man is enrolled, and has, as it were, his own 
portion assigned him, Ps. exxxix. 16. Hence 
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to be blotted out from. the book: of life is the same 
as to die, Exod. xxxii. 32; Ps. Ixix. 28. Ths 
meaning of the representation is this —God de> 
termines the beginning and the end of our lives 
he is perfectly acquainted with our whole des 
tiny ; everything in our whole existence depends 
upon him, and is under his control and govern: 
ment. 

(8) As to its termination. However contin- 
gent the time of our death may appear, it is still 
at the disposal of God; Job, xiv. 5, «Thou hast 
appointed his bounds which he cannot pass.” 
Ps. xe. 3, “Thou turnest man to destruction, 
and sayest, Return, ye children of men;’’ Psalm 
xxxi. 155 xxxix. 4,5. These texts, however, 
and others of a similar nature, have been often 
erroneously supposed to imply an unconditional 
decree of God respecting the life and death of 
every man. Against this erroneous opinion of 
an unconditional decree of God, determining ir- 
revocably the bounds of the life of man, the 
Christian teacher should carefully guard his 
hearers, since it is not unfrequently entertained 
even by those who are cultivated and enlight- 
ened, as well as by those who are ignorant. It 
may encourage the most rash and foolhardy un- 
dertakings; and where it is thoroughly believed 
and consistently carried out into action, it must 
lead to the neglect of the proper means of reco- 
very from sickness, and of the necessary pre- 
cautions against approaching danger. For ifthe 
fixed period of my life is now arrived, may one 
say who is of this opinion, these remedies can 
be of no service to me; if it is not yet come, they 
are wholly unnecessary. This eror has been 
for a long time widely diffused over the Hast; 
and Mahommed himself was a strict fatalist and 
predestinarian. He believed that every event 
in the life and the very hour of the death of every 
man was settled by an unalterable predetermi- 
nation. This doctrine has received the name 
of fatum Tureicwm among modern European 
Christians, because among all the Mahomme- 
dans by whom it is professed, the Turks are 
those with whom the Europeans are most ac- 
quainted, and in whom they have seen the evil 
influence of this doctrine most clearly displayed. 
It would be more properly denominated fatwm 
Muhammedicum. The opinion that the bound 
of human life is unalterably determined was also 
adopted by those ancient philosophers who be- 
lieved in the doctrine of fate. Vide s. 67. 
Hence the stoical dilemma of which mention is 
made by Cicero, in his treatise, «« De Fato;”’ Sz 
fatum tibi est, ex hoc morbo convalescere, sive 
medicum adhibueris, sive non, convalesces; [and 
the saying, Wisi fatale egro mori, facile evadet : 
cut fatale mori, vel pediculi morsw conficeretur.] 
On this principle suicide might be justified, or 
at least palliated, as has been actually done. 
God does indeed. in every case, foresee and 
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know how long a man will live, and the result 
will perfectly agree with this foreknowledge, 
since the omniscient God cannot be mistaken in 
what he knows. But to stop here would he to 
take only a partial view of some of the divine 
attributes, which would lead into error. God 
kas indeed formed a purpose respecting the 
length of the life of every man; but for the very 
reason that he is omniscient, he has formed this 
purpose only on consideration of natural and 
moral causes; his providence therefore does not 
make it in itself unconditionally necessary that 
any man should die at such a particular time. 
The purpose of God is a conditional one, founded 
upon a knowledge of all the circumstances into 
which the individual who is the object of it 
would come, and also upon the knowledge of all 
his free actions. Vide s. 32,I.ad finem. God 
foresees how the body of every man will be con- 
stituted ; in what situation it will be placed; of 
what character his moral actions will be, and 
what consequences will flow from:them, &c. 
And from his foreknowledge of all these circum- 
stances respecting him, God forms his purpose, 
fixing the termination of his life. The bodily 
constitution which a man brings with him into 
the world, and which is afterwards affected by 
so many circumstances, perfectly known to God, 
and under his control, is one of the conditions 
upon which the purpose of God respecting the 
end of human life is founded; and this period, 
so far as it depends upon our bodily constitution, 
cannot be passed over. When the clock runs 
lown, it stops; when the flower blossoms, it 
fades ; and man cannot give himself anew body, 
nor can God, except by miracle. This period 
of life, depending upon the natural constitution 
of the body, and upon other natural circum- 
stances, is called the natural bound of human 
life; and this cannot be prolonged by man him- 
self. Now if a man dies earlier than he would 
naturally have done, whether from his own fault 
or that of others, or from some outward accident, 
(the cause, however, of whatever kind, being 
known to God, and under his providence and 
control,) his death is said to be unnatural, 
extraordinary, or sometimes consequens, in op- 
position to the other, which is called antece- 
dens. The cases here supposed are described 
in the Bible by the phrases, to fuifil one’s days, 
(mp MN NDD,) or not to fulfil them, Isa. lxv. 20. 
And in this way are we to understand those pas- 
sages in which God is said fo lengthen out, or to 
abridge, the life of man. The meaning of these 
terms is, that God so directs the course of nature 
‘that a particular man lives longer than he would 
naturally have lived, or than he was expected to 
live. Hence it appears that man can do nothing 
himself to prolong his life beyond the natural 
limits of human existence; but that he may do 
much to shorten it. ‘To return now to the sto- 
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ical dilemma. When a man is sick, he must 
call for a physician, and make use of prescribed 
remedies, because he cannot be certain that the 
end of his life has now come. ‘The purpose of 
God respecting his life or his death is in this 
case, aS we must conceive it, merely conditional. 
If he uses the proper means, he will recover; if 
not, he will die; and God, as he is omniscient, 
knows which of these courses he will pursue, 
and therefore whether he will die or live. A 
vehement controversy arose on this subject, in 
the seventeenth century, between the reformed 
philosophers and some theologians of the Ne- 
therlands, on occasion of the work of Bevérovi- 
cius, Questiones Epistolice de vite termino fatal ; 
Dortrecht, 1634, 8vo; and enlarged, Leiden, 
1636, 4to. 

(b) Our powers depend upon God. These 
powers are very various; but they may be class- 
ed under two general divisions, the powers of 
sowl and of body—spiritwal and corporeal powers. 
Now as man did not give himself these powers, 
so neither can he retain possession of them by 
his own strength or skill. Hence they are 
justly described in the Bible as the gift of God. 
Worldly respectability,’ mental endowments, 
sound judgment, memory, learning—all are 
given by God; and that one man surpasses an- 
other in these respects is owing to his will and 
his wise government, Exod. iv. 11; James, 1. 
17; 1 Cor. iv. 7. Those happy combinations 
of circumstances by which we are sometimes 
enabled to accomplish with ease the enterprises 
with regard to which we and others were ready 
to despair, are to be ascribed to God, although 
we are often disposed to consider them as the 
effect of chance. We owe the success of all 
our undertakings, not to our own wisdom and 
skill, but solely to the wise and benevolent pro- 
vidence of God. To lead men to feel this, is a 
great object with the sacred writers, who every- 
where recommend to them the exercise of these 
pious and humble dispositions, by which they 
may be strengthened in their faith in God, and 
preserved against pride and selfish blindness. 
Hence they always ascribe the powers of man, 
and his success in exercising them, directly to 
God, as the first cause; in sucha way, however, 
that second causes, which also depend upon him, 
are not excluded. Morus, p. 77, n.1,2. In 
this connexion, reference should.be made to Ps 
cxxvil., where we are taught that our mos 
strenuous efforts will be in vain, unless Gow 
grants us success. 

Note.—Such meditations respecting the pre- 
servation of our existence, powers, and the 
healthful and successful employment of them, 
are very instructive and practical. They are 
calculated to fill our minds with peace and joy, 
and to excite hearty gratitude to God. Christ 
makes use of these considerations to shew us 
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fat we should not be distrustful of God, and 
should not trouble ourselves with anxious cares. 
Since God takes so much care of the various 
orders of being, of beasts, and even of inanimate 
things, how much more will he care for us, to 
whom he has given a destination by far more 
noble than theirs! Matt. vi. 25, seq. He espe- 
cially warns us against anxious cares as to our 
bodily support, since they withdraw us froin 
more important concerns, and render us disqua- 
lified for religion, and divine instruction. Luke, 
viii. 14, ad Méptuvas cov Prov ovprtvuyovot cov 
Aoyov, the cares of life prevent the efficacy of 
divine truth upon our hearts. 


SECTION LXX. 
OF THE GOVERNMENT OF GOD. 


I. Statement of this Doctrine. 


From what has already been said, it appears 
that God is perfectly acquainted with all the 
efficient causes which exist, both those which 
are free in their agency and those that are other- 
wise; that he knows every act of these causes, 
and all the effects which they produce, and that 
he guides and controls them all at his pleasure, 
and makes them subservient to his own designs. 
And it is in this his guiding and controlling all 
the changes and all the actions of his creatures, 
&) as to promote the highest good of the whole, 
and of each part, that the government of God 
consists. The good of the whole involves that 
of all the parts of which it is made up, and one 
cannot be secured exclusively of the other. The 
sum of the good of all the individuals under the 
government of God constitutes the good of the 
whole. Hence the propriety of making the 
good of each part an object of the government 
of God. 

In order to form a correct judgment respect- 
ing the good secured in the world under the go- 
vernment of God—a subject on which mistakes 
ars very common, the following prineiples should 
be kept in mind. 

1. The degree of perfection and happiness 
attainable by different, beings varies according 
to their different relations. All beings are not 
susceptible of an equal degree of good. The 
beast, for example, seeks for nothing further 
than the satisfaction of his hunger and thirst, 
and the gratification of his other natural appe- 
tites. But moral beings require more than this 
for their happiness; they have a higher destina- 
tion, and are capable of a higher good. And 
even among men themselves, the external good 
of which they are capable is different according 
to the original constitution, the abilities, and 
even the age, of different individuals. The good 
which would be adapted to a child is not such 
as would satisfy the desires of a man. 
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2. Such is the constitution which God has 
given to the world, that the happiness of one is 
often subordinate and must be sacrificed to the 
happiness of another. his is clearly taught 
by experience; though doubtless philosophers 
would prove, if the testimony of experience 
were not so explicit, that this could not be so. 
We find, however, that many animals serve for 
the nourishment of others, by whom they are 
constantly devoured. And how many of them 
are there which daily suffer from the free ae- 
tions of men! For us, with all our short-sight- 
edness, to call in question the wisdom and jus- 
tice of what God thus ordains, or permits, and 
to suppose that it could or should have been 
otherwise, is unwarrantable presumption. It is 
enough for us to know that such is the divine 
plan, which we are unable fully to comprehend, 
but which, for the very reason that God chose 
it,.is the wisest, best, and most adapted to its 
ends. So we are taught by the holy scriptures, 
and further than this, with all our speculative 
philosophy, we cannot go. Vide |s. 48, ad 
finem, and s. 71, Ll. 

3. Happiness is frequently connected with 
certain conditions, on the fulfilment of which 
our enjoyment of it depends. For example: the 
enjoyment of good health depends in a great 
measure upon temperance. If any one fails to 
comply with these established conditions, the 
loss of the good which he had hoped for is to 
be ascribed to himself, and not to God. 

These considerations are overlooked by the 
great body of mankind; and hence it is, that 
when affairs do not take the turn which they 
wish, they complain and murmur respecting the 
divine government. The mistakes most fre- 
quent on the subject of divine providence are 
the following---viz., (a) Men are apt to consider 
their whole happiness as placed in the enjoy- 
ment of a certain kind of advantages, perhaps 
that very kind of which they are deprived ; per- 
haps, too, advantages which possess no intrin- 
sic value, which are transient and uncertain, 
and which, if obtained, could not make the pos- 
sessor truly happy. The poor often desire, 
most of all things, that they may be rich; and 
the sick, that they may enjoy good health. But 
how undesirable is it often, both for their tem~ 
poral and eternal welfare, that their wishes 
should be gratified! (6) Men are prone to for- 
get that the good of the whole is to be consulted 
for, and that individuals must often sacrifice to 
the general welfare some private advantages, 
for which, however, they are to receive an equi- 
valent in other ways, as they may confidently 
expect, from the goodness of God, and as expe- 
rience even in the present world has often 
proved. (c) Men are prone to regard dispro- 
portionately the present pain and unhappiness 
which they experience, and to forget that under 
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their sufferings and deprivations there may be 
soncealed the germ of a greater temporal and 
eternal good. (d) Men are disposed to charge 
God unjustly with denying them, or depriving 
them of certain advantages, the loss of which 
is wholly their own fault. How many of the 
sick and the destitute complain of God as the 
author of their sufferings, while their own con- 
sciences must assure them that they alone are 
to blame ! 


Il. Proof of this Doctrine. 


1, From the natural constitution of the world, 
(argumentum physicum,) it is impossible for 
the human mind to conceive how the admirable 
order and harmony which appear in the uni- 
verse, where all things are so intimately con- 
nected, run into, and depend upon one another, 
like the links of a chain, should exist without 
the superintendence and control of an infinitely 
wise and almighty Being. Consider here the 
influence of the atmosphere upon the growth of 
plants, upon the life, health, and support of ani- 
mate beings. Reflect, too, that one country has 
a surplus of certain useful productions, of which 
another country is wholly destitute. The former 
cannot use its surplus productions, the latter is 
compelled to seek elsewhere what its own soil 
does not produce, and to obtain it where it can 
be found in the greatest abundance. This gives 
rise to trade, activity, enterprise ; and these bring 
in wealth, &c. 

2. From experience, (argumentum histori- 
cum.) This may be either personal or general, 
and so is called by Morus duplicem providentiz 
scholam, p. 83, s. 8. This proof, when rightly 
exhibited, is very obvious and intelligible, even 
to the unlearned. In the events which take 
place around us, let the attention be directed to 
the causes by which they are effected—to the 
time, place, and other circumstances in which 
these cawses acted. By their slow and often 
unnoticed combination, effects are produced at 
which every one is astonished. The smallest 
occurrences often lead to the greatest revolu- 
tions; wicked actions are made the means of 
good, and result in the advantage of those whom 
they were designed to injure, so that many can 
say, with Joseph, (Gen. 1. 20,) * Ye thought 
evil against me, but God meant it for good.” 
Men who are to be the means of eminent good 
to the world, or to perform some distinguished 
service, must be called forth upon the stage of 
action at exactly the most proper time, in ex- 
actly the most suitable place, and at precisely 
the most favourable juncture of other circum- 
stances. When history is studied with these 
considerations kept in mind, (and in the study 
of history they should never be omitted, as they 
are now. alas! too frequently, by those who 
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teach this branch to the young,) what to the 
ignorant and thoughtless might appear to be 
chance or accident, exhibits clear marks of a 
guiding Providence. And this is the high posi- 
tion, from which those who have the scriptures 
in their hand can survey all the events recorded 
in the history of the world. We may refer to 
the history of Joseph, to the ancient history of 
the Jews, that of the diffusion of Christianity, 
of the Reformation, and the more important 
events of our own times, as remarkable exam- 
ples. Vide Schroeckh, Disp. historia provi- 
dentiam divinam, quando et quam clare loqua- 
tur; Viteberge, 1776. J. G. Miller, Briefe 
tiber das Studium der Wissenschaften, beson- 
ders der Geschichte; Ziirch, 1798, 8vo—a work 
full of valuable remarks drawn from experience, 
which deserve to be considered, especially 
by the teachers of religion, and to be carefully 
applied by them to practice. But we ought by 
no means to confine our attention to the great 
events which are recorded in the history of the 
world. ‘To one who is an attentive observer of 
all the changes through which he himself passes, 
his own life will furnish abundant materials for 
the most interesting and useful observations 
respecting the providence of God. And such 
observations are uncommonly useful in popular 
instruction. They tend to awaken and cherish 
religious dispositions. If men suppose that God 
exercises no care over them, they have no ground 
or motive to love and worship him. But since 
holiness is the true end for which we, as moral 
beings, were made, and since our capacity for 
happiness is in exact proportion to our holiness, 
we ought to pay particular attention to those 
dealings-of Divine Providence with us by which 
this great end is promoted. To every man 
whose moral character is in any considerable 
degree improved and advanced, whatever he has 
experienced himself, or noticed in others, tending 
to the promotion of holiness, possesses an inex- 
pressible interest; and any who are destitute of 
feeling on this point, and ean ridicule the spiri- 
tual experiences of pious Christians, and what 
they communicate of their experiences to others, 
either by writing or by oral relation, give mourn- 
ful proof that they themselves are as yet unre- 
formed, and are turning aside from the true end 
of their being. One who is taught in his youth 
to refer everything in his own life to God, and 
to search for the traces of divine providence in 
what befals himself, will learn to look at the 
lives of others and at the history of nations in 
the same manner and with the same interes 

and will of course be dissatisfied when he sees 
that, in opposition to the example of the sacred 
writers, God is wholly left out of the account 
by so many historians. But, on the contrary 
he who himself lives in the world without God, 
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may be content with a history in which the 
hand of God is unnoticed, and indeed will be 
displeased with any other. 

5 3, From the Bible. Morus, p. 79—81, s. 6. 
That God is the creator, proprietor, and governor 
of the world, that all things, even the small- 
est, depend upon him, and that with infinite 
wisdom he overrules all for the highest good, 
are principles everywhere assumed in the Bible. 
The texts which relate to providence, in the more 
general view of it, were cited s. 68, 1.2. The 
texts which relate more particularly to the divine 
government may be divided into the following 
classes :—(a) Those in which the guidance and 
direction of all events, both small and great, are 
expressly ascribed to God, Matt. vi. 31; Acts, 
Xvil. 25, 26; 1 Chronicles, xxix. (al. xxx.) 12. 
(4) Those in which particular changes and oc- 
currences, past, present, and to come, are referred 
to God as the author; Isa. xliii, 12; Acts, iv. 
28; Psa. xc.; Prov. xvi. 1, 33, «* The lot is cast 
into the lap, but the whole disposing thereof is 
of the Lord.”? (ce) Those which contain divine 
promises and threatenings, and which would be 
without meaning on any supposition but that 
God is the governor of the world and the dis- 
poser of the destinies of men; Exodus, xx. 12; 
Psa. xe., xci., &c. (d) Those in which God 
is entreated to avert calamities, to put an end 
to distress, to bestow blessings, &c.; or those 
in which the granting of such requests is pro- 
mised, Psalm xxii. 53; exxviii.; Matt. xxvi. 39; 
1 Thess. iii. 10,11. Jn order that this may be 
correctly understood, it should be compared 
with what was before said respecting the will 
and the purposes of God, s. 20, 32. 

Note—It has been already frequently. re- 
marked, that according to a mode of thinking 
end speaking common among the ancients, many 
things were represented as resulting zmmediately 
from the agency of God, though they were in 
reality effected through the instrumentality of 
second causes, which perhaps were merely not 
mentioned, perhaps were overlooked, or possibly, 
at that early period of the world, noteven known. 
Vide s. 58, If. The mode of representation here 
referred to, and expressions and narrations 
founded upon it, occur frequently in the Bible, 
in Homer, and the ancient writers. Thus, for 
example, when we should say, tt thunders, at 
rains, there is an earthquake, the ancients said, 
God thunders, &c., Psa. xxix.; civ. 32. Gen. 
xi. 7, 8; xix. 24, «God rained upon Sodom and 
Gomorrah brimstone and fire from the Lord out 
of heaven.” Many events, therefore, which 
would seem, from the manner in which they are 
spoken of, to be the results of the immediate 
agency of God, and to be accomplished in an 
extraordinary way, were really effected by na- 
tural causes. However, since these natural 
eauses depend upon the government of God, this 
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mode of speaking is in itself correct. And it is 
because we, in the present age, have so little of 
the religious feeling of the ancient world that 
we misunderstand their more pious and religious 
mode of expressing themselves, and even feel it 
to be offensive. The teacher of religion should, 
however, closely follow the example of the sa- 
cred writers in this respect, and ever imitate and 
preserve this more religious phraseology which 
they employ, and, like them, refer everything to 
God. And if, in order to prevent superstition, 
he should think it necessary to say that such an 
event took place naturally, he must be careful 
that he be not undérstood to mean that it took 
place without God, and that he does not thus be- 
come the means of causing his hearers to forget 
God, and to live at a distance from him. He 
ought, on the contrary, in such cases, to shew 
that although a particular event may have been 
natural, it was not the less owing to the agency 
of God; that nature is only an instrument in the 
hands of God; and that nothing therefore takes 
place which is not according to his will and 
purpose. , 


SECTION LXXI. 


THE GOVERNMENT OF GOD IN RELATION TO THE 
FREEDOM OF MAN, AND TO THE EVIL EXISTING 
IN THE WORLD. 


I. In Relation to the Freedom of Man. » 


On the one hand, the freedom of the human 
will is unimpaired by the government of God; 
and, on the other, the government of God is un- 
obstructed and undisturbed by the free actions 
of men. The freedom of man must at all events 
be maintained, for morality and accountability 
depend upon it. If he is not free to choose and 
to act, he cannot be accountable for his actions ; 
for they are not within his own power. We 
have already established the position (s. 22, I.), 
that God foresees those actions which result from 
the freedom of man, and the consequences of 
them, as well as those which are necessary, or 
less contingent; but that the former do not cease 
to be free because they are foreknowh. ‘This 
principle must be assumed as true in reasoning 
on this subject. We are not to expect, there- 
fore, that the government of God over moral 
beings will be shewn by his compelling them to 
perform good or bad actions. ‘That men are free 
in what they do is everywhere assumed in the 
Bible, and must be presupposed in every system 
of morals. Wide Luke, viii. 5—15; xiii. 6—9; 
James, i. 13—15. 

Still, however, the free actions of moral beings 
are under the most minute inspection and the 
most perfect control of God. For these actions 
are dependent (a) upon the powers which man 
possesses, and for these powers he is indebted 
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to God alone. Vides. 69. (b) Upon the Jaws 
of his physical and moral nature—i. e., the laws 
(in one case, of motion, and in the other, of 
thought) according to which he exercises his 
peculiar powers; and these laws are given and 
established by God. Vide ubisupra. (c) Upon 
_ external circwmstances—upon things without the 
man himself; and these things, as all others, are 
under the control of God. Man, then, as a mo- 
ral being, is free to will, to resolve, and to act 
according to his resolutions. God furnishes him 
with occasions of acting in the external objects 
around him; he also gives him his powers of 
action, and preserves to him’their exercise; but 
then permits him, though under his own guid- 
ance and supervision, to exert his powers ac- 
cording to his own will, and to perform his 
actions freely. Vides. 69,1. ad finem. How 
this can be, we shall find it difficult to under- 
stand, however sagacious and fine-spun our 
philosophical theories may be; but that thus it 
is, that notwithstanding the providence of God 
we remain free in our actions, must be firmly 
maintained if we would not degrade ourselves 
below the standard of moral beings, if we would 
not falsify the dictates of that moral feeling so 
deeply implanted by the Creator himself in our 
hearts, and if we would not consequently over- 
turn the first and most important doctrines of 
morality. Every man’s own consciousness, the 
clear dictates of his moral nature, convince him 
that he is free, beyond the necessity, or even the 
possibility, of a further demonstration. Cf. the 
writings of the modern philosophers of the dif- 
ferent schools—Eberhard, Ueber die Freyheit; 
and Jacob’s clear and perspicuous treatise on the 
same subject, according to the principles of the 
Critical philosophy, contained in Kiesewetter’s 
work, ** Ueber den ersten Grundsatz der Moral- 
philosophie;”” Leipzig und Halle, 1788, 8vo. 
On account of the deficiencies and difficulties 
attending metaphysical demonstrations of free- 
dom, and the perplexed and endless speculations 
by which both sides of this question have been 
argued, Kant rejected them all as insufficient, 
and as leading into error; and would have us 
depend more upon experience, and believe and 
hold fast the doctrine of human freedom, because 
it is so indispensable in morals that without it 
morality cannot be conceived to exist. [This 
view of Kant, implying that freedom, while it 
is a postulate of our practical reason, (i. e., ne- 
cessary to be assumed in order to moral action, ) 
is yet inconsistent with our dheoretical reason, 
(i. e., incapable of demonstrationjeand contrary 
to the conclusions to which the reflecting mind 
arrives,) is now very generally rejected. We 
cannot admit a twofold and contradictory reason, 
nor can we adopt a principle for practice to 
which our speculative reason is statedly op- 
posed. It is justly remarked by Bockshammer, 
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in his brief but comprezensive treatise on the 
Will, that even practical freedom cannot be ade- 
quately maintained, if, while we must de2m our~ 
selves free, we are yet left to suspect, by the 


decisions of our speculative reason, that in real- 


ity we act from some concealed necessity, under 
the laws of which our inmost being is placed. 
Vide Bockshammer, Ueber die Freyheit des 
mensch. Willens, s. 5, f.; Stuttgart, 1821.— 
Tr.] The more full investigation of the whole 
subject belongs rather to the department of mo- 
ral science than here. ; 

The exhibition of this subject in popular in- 
struction should be kept as free as possible from 
all philosophical subtleties; and it would be 
well if the teachers of religion, from regard to 
their own peace and comfort, as well as that of 
their hearers, would abide by the following 
simple principles, which actord alike with scrip- 
ture and experience. (a) God, with a view to 
the real welfare of man, givés him the means 
and opportunities necessary to withhold him from 
the choice of evil, and to lead him to what is 
right. (6) For many of our free actions, he 
furnishes us with inducement and encourage- 
ment in the external circumstances in which he 
has placed us; and he so orders these circum- 
stances as to promote what we ourselves under- 
take, and to give ita happy issue. He makes 
use of these circumstances also as a warning to 
us and others to abstain from such actions as 
we find attended with unhappy consequences. 
These encouragements and warnings may serve 
as examples to shew the consistency between 
the divine government and human freedom ; for 
we are still at liberty, and have it still within 
our power, to do that to which we are encour- 
aged, and to abstain from that from which we 
are warned; and in both eases we remain the 
authors of our own free actions. (e) God re- 
wards men for their good actions, and punishes 
them for those that are bad; which he could not 
do, were men not free in performing them. 
Vide s. 31. (d) God frequently prevents 
wicked actions, which men had intended and 
resolved to perform. The brethren of Joseph, 
for example, were not able to execute their de- 
signs against his life, Gen. xxxix. God, how- 
ever, does not always do this; but, on the con- 
trary, sometimes permits the wicked actions of 
men, since otherwise he would destroy their 
freedom. But then these wicked actions are 
overruled by him to be the means of good, Gen 
1,20; Acts, ii. 36. Hf in any case, however, 
they are wholly irreconcilable with the wise and 
benevolent plan of his government, or, which ig 
the same thing, cannot be made to contribute co 
the general good which he seeks to promote, he 
then directly prevents them. Whatactions and 
events belong to this class it is impossible for 
us to say, and can be known only to the omni- 
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seient God. (e) The result and issue of all ac- 
tions, good and bad, depend solely upon God. 
Vide s. 70. Many a scheme, which appeared 
in itself to be a masterpiece of human wisdom 
and prudence, has failed of success, while the 
most foolish and inconsiderate undertakings 
have been prospered. Vide Eccles. ix. 11; 
Prov. xvi. 1, seq.; James, iv. 13—15. This 
would be seen by us much more frequently if 
we were not accustomed to look rather at the 
result than at the intention and plan. If the re- 
sult is favourable, we judge favourably of the 
design itself; and the reverse. Hence it is that 
we find praise and blame so unjustly awarded 
in history. When we think to benefit ourselves 
or others by a particular course of action, we 
often injure both ourselves and others; and the 
reverse. Hence it is said, that while the free- 
dom of men and other moral beings is not de- 
stroyed by the divine government, it is yet con- 
Jjined and limited.- Cf. Morus, p. 81, s. 3, 6, 
Notes. [Also Bretschneider, Dogmatik, b. i. 
s. 644, s. 98, 6.] 


Il. In Relation to Evil. 


1. The many evils which exist in the world, 
and the calamities which befal the human race, 
have from the earliest times been regarded as a 
standing objection against the providence of 
God. How they can consist with his wisdom 
and goodness, and consequently with his provi- 
dence, is a question which men at al] times have 
found it difficult to answer These evils are 
either physical or moral ; and the permission of 
2ither of them has appeared to be subversive of 
livine providence. The existence of evil was 
brought forward as an argument against provi- 
dence by Epicurus. Vide Lucretius, De Rerum 
Natura, l. v.; Cicero, De Nat. Deorum; Lac- 
(antius, De ira Dei, c. 13. The stoics, on the 
sther hand, undertook to answer this objection. 
Vide Seneca, De Beneficiis, iv. 4, seq. This 
sojection appeared so strong to Bayle, that, in 
the article on Manicheism, in his Dictionary, he 
pronounces it unanswerable. But Leibnitz, in 
his “*Theodicée,’’ endeavoured to resolve the 
Joubts of Bayle, and to establish a correct phi- 
{osophical theory respecting the existence of 
evil.* Anargument has sometimes been drawn 
against providence from the complaints of the 
gacred writers respecting the evil existing in the 
world, and the unhappy fate of man, especially 
those which occur in the book of Keclesiastes. 


————— 


[* Voltaire also opposed the doctrine of provi- 
lence in a poem on the destruction of Lisbon; and 
when this doctrine was ably defended by Rousseau, 
in his Letter on Optimism, he replied by a philoso- 
phical romance entitled « Candide,” in which he 
presents an appalling picture of the disorders of the 
world, from which he takes occasion to deride the 
notion of an overruling providence—Tr.] 
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But the object of the cuthor of this book is not 
so much to arraign the providence of God, as to 
shew, frcm the instability of fortune, and the 
uncertainty of human schemes, that we should 
learn true wisdom, and that since providence 
affords us a sufficiency of good things, we should 
study the art, so rarely understood, of making a 
wise use of them, by which alone we can be 
contented and happy, Eccles. iii. vii. ix. 

In reply to these objections, it may be said, 
that if the providence of God can be proved 
from other arguments, the existence of evil can 
afford no reason to doubt or’ deny it. On the 
contrary, we must conclude, that since God per- 
mits and suffers evil in the world, it must be 
according to his wisdom, and be perfectly con- 
sistent with his providence, although we may 
not be able to understand how it can be so, and 
why he did not constitute a different order. 
Vide Seneca, De providentia, sive quare bonis 
viris mala accidant, cum sit providentia. The 
will and the power of God may be regarded 
either as exerted unconditionally, unconfined by 
any established order, or as exerted in conform- 
ity with a certain established order of things. 
In the exercise of his absolute, unconditional 
power, God could remove evil out of the way; 
but he w7l/ not always do this, because it is 
against the order which from his wisdom he 
found it necessary to establish. He indeed 
foresaw the existence of evil, and permits it, 
(ef. Ps. Ixxxi. 12, 13; Acts, xiv. 16; Rom. i. 
24;) but so far as it is evil, he can never have 
pleasure in it, or himself promote or favour it; 
James, i. 13—17. He has admitted it into his - 
general plan, because he can make it, in its con- 
nexion with other things, the means of a good, 
which, without it, either could not be effected 
at all, or at least not so well, as by its being 
permitted. What Christ said, Matt. xiii. 29, is 
very true, that if the tares were pulled up the 
wheat would be pulled up with them; and that 
to prevent this, the tares and the wheat must be 
suffered to grow together. We are acquainted 
with only a small part of what is embraced in 
the universe of God; and even this small part is 
understood by us very imperfectly; and as to 
the true internal relation of things—the ends 
for which they exist, and the consequences by 
which they are followed, our knowledge is ex- 
tremely defective; we are therefore unable to 
form a right judgement respecting the relation of 
evil to good, and of the amount of evil to the 
amount of good. 

Seneca says, Contro. iv. 27, «Necessitas 
magnum humane felicitatis patrocinium’’—Le- 
cessity is a great consolation in the sufferings of 
men. If by necessity he meant that blind, in- 
evitable fate to which the gods themselves aro 
subject, then is it a poor consolation indeed; 
for what comfort would it be to a malefactor 
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when carried towards the place of execution, 
to be continually informed that he must die, 
and there is no escaping it. But if necessity 
may bé understood to mean the order of things 
which God saw it necessary to constitute, then 
the maxim above stated is perfectly true; it is 
accordant with the Christian spirit, and full of 
consolation, although this necessity may involve 
many things which are unintelligible and dis- 
agreeable to us. For if God, who is infinitely 
wise and benevolent, has constituted this order, 
it must be good, and adapted to the end which 
he has in view, however otherwise it may ap- 
pear to us. 

Again; men who are dissatisfied with their 
lot often complain that certain blessings are 
denied them, without inquiring whether they 
themselves are susceptible of these blessings, 
and without remembering the many blessings 
which they already enjoy. Besides, the opinions 
of men respecting happiness are so various, 
and sometimes so foolish, that it would seem 
impossible that their wishes should all be grati- 
fied. Things sometimes desired as the greatest 
blessings would be, if possessed, the greatest 
injury to both ‘soul and body; and the good- 
ness of Providence is shewn in withholding 
them. Cf. Zollikoffer, Betrachtungen tiber das 
Uebel in der Welt. Jacobi, Ueber die Weisen 
Absichten Gottes. De Marée, Gottesverthei- 
digung tiber die Zulassung des Bosen. 

2. Another argument against providence is, 
that the ungodly often prosper in the world, 
while the righteous suffer affliction. This is 
thought to be indirectly inconsistent with the 


wisdom and goodness of God, and therefore to- 


disprove a superintending providence. The 
minds of reflecting persons have from the earli- 
est times been disturbed by this doubt; and the 
advocates of providence have endeavoured in 
various ways to solve it. It is frequently men- 
tioned in the Old Testament, and receives various 
answers, according to the different aspects which 
the subject assumes—e, o., Psalm xxxvii. xxxix. 
xlix., and especially Ixxiii.; Job, xvi. et passim. 
Many also among the Grecian philosophers were 
very much perplexed on this subject; and Di- 
ogenes the Cynic declared, * that the prosperity 
of the wicked disproved the power and wisdom 
of the gods;’’ Cicero, De Nat. Deor. iii. 34. 
Others, however, and particularly the stoics, 
undertook to answer this objection; and Seneca, 
in his book ‘* De Providentia,” investigates the 
question how the righteous can suffer, if there 
is a divine providence? According to the opi- 
nion of Bayle this objection cannot be met by 
any satisfactory answer. But, 

(a) This objection results in a great measure 
from ignorance, and from the low and false esti- 
mate put upon the real advantages which the 
godly enjoy, and the true happiness which flows 
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from the possession of them. Most of hose 
who urge the objection, that the righteous suffer 
adversity, while the wicked prosper in the 
world, place happiness in external things, in the 
possession of wealth, or in sensual indulgences; 
and of course regard the poor man, who is little 
thought of by the world, as unhappy. But in 
this they mistake, overlooking the essential dis- 
tinction between true and only apparent good. 
True advantages, such as health of body, know- 
ledge of the truth, holiness of heart, and others, 
both of a physical and moral nature, make men 
happy by their own proper tendency. These 
are the true spiritual goods, the treasures in hea- 
ven, of which Christ speaks; by the possessiun 
of which alone the soul is prepared for the true 
happiness of moral beings. But besides these, 
there are other things, such as riches, the enjoy- 
ments of sense, power, and honour, which may 
become advantages by a wise and rational use 
of them, but which otherwise are injurious, and 
the occasions of unhappiness to men. They 
are, however, regarded by many, even when 
unwisely and improperly used, as real blessings, 
because they excite sensations agreeable to the 
carnal mind. But to those who form a right 
judgment respecting them, they are, when im- 
properly used, only apparent blessings, because 
the pleasure which they produce is transient, 
and turns at last to pain. The writer of Psalm 
xlix. very justly decides, therefore, that the life 
of the profligate is only outwardly and in ap- 
pearance happy, and is often, in reality, only 
splendid and showy misery, to envy which 
would be extremely foolish. In Psalm Ixxiii., 
Asaph points to the end of the wicked, ana 
shews that their prosperity, being unsubstantial, 
is suddenly and ina moment lost. We cannot 
certainly regard that as a good in reference to 
another, or account him as happy for the poss 
session of anything which he himself does not 
truly enjoy. But it is not unfrequently the case 
that the things most esteemed by the world, so 
far from making the possessor happy, are the 
oceasion of disyuietude and misery. And so it 
is often said in common life, that the fortune of 
the rich and powerful is only shining misery , 
that they are not to be envied; that we would 
not exchange places with them, &c. 

(b) When this is considered, and the state 
of the virtuous and the vicious is then compared, 
that of the former, though replete with external 
sufferings, must be pronounced to be more hap- 
py than that of the latter. For although the 
good man may have no worldly honour, no 
earthly riches, no superfluity of pleasures, he 
has true, spiritual, good treasures in heaven, 
which moth and rust do not corrupt, and which 
are secure from thieves, (Matt. vi. 19, 20:) and 
although he were bowed down under externa! 
aifistions, he would yet maintain his integrity 
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of heart, and the reward which the favour of 
God secures—the greatest of all the blessings 
which men can enjoy. Vide Matt. xvi.25. He 
has cheerfulness and tranquillity of soul; while 
those who seek their good in external things are 
constantly disquieted by passions, cares, and 
disappointments. But this blessedness which 
which the virtuous man enjoys makes but little 
show in the world, and is hence so often under- 
valued by worldly men. They find it impos- 
sible to see or believe that there can be any 
happiness in things for which they have so little 
taste. This train of thought is much dwelt 
upon by the stoical philosophers, and by the 
sacred writers. 

(c) It is a mistake, however, to suppose that 
the virtuous always endure more external suf- 
ferings than the wicked; for the righteous are 
frequently prosperous, even in their worldly 
affairs; while the wicked are unsuccessful in 
all their undertakings. But these cases are less 
noticed, because they seem to follow in the na- 
tural course of things. 

(d) Even good men often bring upon them- 
selves the sufferings which they endure by their 
own fault; they do not in all cases act according 
to the law of duty and the rules of prudence; 
and in such cages they cannot justly ask to be 
excepted from the common lot of faulty and in- 
judicious men, and must expect to endure the 
unhappy consequences of their errors and follies. 
Christ says, Luke, xvi. 8, ** The children of this 
world are wiser in their generation than the 
children of light”’—i. e., those whose affections 
are fixed upon the world, the worldly-minded, 
are often more wise with regard to the things of 
time than those whose affections are fixed upon 
heaven are with regard to their heavenly trea- 
sures. The former have more care for their 
welfare in the present life than the latter for 
their blessedness in the world to come. Should 
pious and good men exhibit the same zeal and 
prudence which worldly men exhibit in ma- 
naging their worldly affairs, how much would 
they accomplish for their own advantage and 
that of others! But since they do not always 
come up to this standard, they must suffer the 
evil consequences of their delinquency. 

(e) Nothing is more common than for us to 
err in our estimate of the moral state and cha- 
racter of other men. All are not pious and vir- 
tuous who appear to be such, and are esteemed 
such by their fellow men. And it is equally 
true that all who are accounted ungodly are not 
the gross criminals and offenders they are some- 
times supposed to be. Vide Luke, xviii. 10, 
seq. The character of many a man is made 
out, by those who look upon him with hatred 
or envy, to be much worse than it really is. 
One man commits sme flagrant, out-breaking 
crime, which brings him into disgrace, and 


draws upon him the contempt of the world; but 
he may be, at the same time, of a better dispo- 
sition, and less culpable in the sight of God than 
many a reputed saint, who covers over his real 
shame with the hypocritical pretence of virtue. 
Vide John viii. 3,7, 10,11. And since this is 
the case, and it is always difficult, and some- 
times impossible for us, who cannot search the 
heart, to determine the true moral character of 
men, and of their actions, we ought to be ex- 
tremely cautious in deciding, whether the good 
or evil which befalls them is deserved or not. 
In most cases, our judgments on this subject 
are certainly very erroneous. 

(f) The afflictions which good men endure 
are beneficial to them and to others, and are pro- 
motive of their highest welfare. They often 
prevent a greater evil which was threatening 
them ; exercise and strengthen their piety, virtue, 
and confidence in God; increase their zeal in 
the pursuit of holiness, and consequently their 
true happiness; and thus verify the declaration 
of Paul, Rom. viii. 28, «That all things work 
together for the good of those who are friends 
of God.” Cf. Rom: v. 3; James, i. 2; Matt. 
v. 10; Heb. xii. 5—13, especially, ver. 11, 
which appears to be copied directly from the 
heart of an afflicted saint. «+ No chastening for 
the present Seemeth joyous, but grievous; ne- 
vertheless, afterward it yieldeth the peaceable 
fruits of righteousness to them who are exer- 
cised thereby.”” Hence the sufferings of good 
men are sometimes called zrecpasuor, because by 
means of them their characters are proved and 
their faith is tried and strengthened. 

g) But there is one other consideration, 
which may remove all our doubts, and make us 
contented when we see the innocent oppressed 
and suffering, and the wicked, who forget God, 
in a prosperous condition—viz., that the present 
life is only the first, imperfect stage of our exist- 
ence—a state of probation, in which we are to 
prepare for another and more perfect state. This 
consoling doctrine respecting the future life and 
retribution beyond the grave, is one of the chief 
doctrines of Christianity, from which everything 
proceeds, and to which everything is referred ; 
and the writers of the New ‘Testament con- 
stantly make use of it, and seek to comfort the 
pious by the truth that divine justice will not 
be fully exhibited until the future state shall 
commence, and that then the righteovs shall be 
richly recompensed, by the exceeding greatness 
of their future reward, for all the evil they have 
suffered. Vide Rom. viii. 17; 1 Peter, iv. 
12—14; 2 Cor. iv. 17, 18, and the parable of 
Lazarus, Luke, xvi., especially ver. 25. Bui 
of those who act here upon the earth from im- 
proper motives, even if they perform actions 
which in themselves are good and praiseworthy, 
Christ says, they have their reward—i. e., they 
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may indeed obtain temporal advantages, but 
God will not reward them with the treasures of 
the future world, Matt. vi. 2, 5, 16. 


SECTION LXXII. 


OF THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF DIVINE 
PROVIDENCE. 


I. It is Universal. 


Iv extends to every creature and to every event 
in the universe—to the small and insignificant, 
as well as to the great and important. The 
Bible everywhere teaches, that the purpose of 
God extends not merely to the whole, and to the 
connexion of all its parts, but to each and every 
part, their relations and their alterations. His 
knowledge must accordingly comprehend the 
smallest and most apparently insignificant cir- 
cumstances. This follows even from the scrip- 
tural idea of creation. Vide s. 46. Cf. Ps. 
exiii. 5, 6, * He dwelleth on high, and humbleth 
himself to behold the things in heaven and 
in the earth.” Ps. cxxxviii. 6, “Though the 
Lord be high, yet: hath he respect unto the 
lowly.” Ps. xxxvi. 6; exlviii. Matt. x. 29, 
30, «* Not a sparrow falls to the ground withoat 
his notice; he numbers the hairs of our heads.” 

The doctrine, that the providence of God ex- 
tends even to the minutest things, (providentia 
circa minima,) leads us, when it is properly con- 
sidered, to entertain a very exalted idea of God 
and his attributes, in that he thinks and cares 
for every creature which he has made during 
every moment of its existence, and in every situ- 
ation in which it is placed. But because the 
manner in which the providence of God can ex- 
tend to all individuals is incomprehensible by 
the human understanding, and because men are 
prone to compare God with themselves, this 
doctrine has been often either wholly misunder- 
stood or directly denied. Since it is supposed 
inconsistent with the dignity of princes and the 
great of the earth to concern themselves with 
small affairs, the case is thought to be the same 
with God ; and his honour, it is imagined, is as- 
serted, by denying that he cares for what is 
small and insignificant. This doctrine was ac- 
cordingly either doubted or denied by most even 
of the Grecian philosophers; and indeed it could 
not appear to them with that degree of clearness 
in which it appears to us, considering that their 
ideas respecting matter and the creation of the 
world, and the relations in which matter and the 
world stand to God, were so imperfect, and so 
wholly unlike those which we have derived from 
the Bible. Vide s. 45, 46. Aristotle main- 
tained that the providence of God extends to 
heavenly things, but not to things on the earth 
(according to Diogenes and Plutarch.) The 
stoics, or the contrary, believed in a providence 
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extending to individual things, in a sense, how | 
ever, somewhat different from that common with 
us. Vide Seneca, De Providentia, and Cicero 
De Nat. Deor. ii. 65, 66; also Plato, De Rep. 
x., where this doctrine is ably defended. ‘The 
views entertained by some even of the Christian 
fathers on this subject were extremely erroneous. 
Such are those expressed by Hieronymus, in 
his Commentary on Hab., where he says, ‘* The 
divine majesty cannot stoop so low as to interest 
itself to know how many vermin are each mo~= 
ment produced on the earth, and how many pe- 
rish ; how many flies, fleas, and gnats there are ; 
how many fishes the sea contains; &c. His 
opinions, however, were opposed by Gregory of 
Nazianzen, Orat. xvi., and by Chrysostom, in 
his book «*De Providentia;’’ and very rational 
and scriptural opinions on this subject were 
expressed by many other of the ecclesiastical 
fathers. In modern times, the Socinians have 
been accused of denying that providence extends 
to small things; at Jeast such was said to be the 
opinion expressed in the writings of some of 
the leaders of this sect; but from the obscurity 
of their language, the truth of the accusation 
remains doubtful. Many of the modern sceps 
tics and free-thinkers in England, the Nether- 
lands, France, and Germany, have gither doubted 
and denied the providence of God altogether, or 
at least providentia circa minima. So Bayle, 
De la Mettrie, Voltaire, the author of the Sys- 
téme de la Nature, and Frederic IJ., in the 
works of the philosopher of Sans soucz, Letter 
Seventh. 

The doctrine that the providence of God is 
universal, and extends to every individual crea- 
ture, may be confirmed and illustrated by the 
following observations :-— 

1. The division of the creatures of God into 
classes and kinds answers no other purpose than 
to assist the feebleness of the human understand- 
ing, which cannot at once survey all things in 
their true connexion. We are therefore com: 
pelled to begin with particulars, and then pro- 
ceed to what is general; to begin with what is 
more easy, and proceed to what is more diffi- 
cult, in order to render the connexion of the 
whole in some measure comprehensible to our 
minds. But God knows all things immediately 
and at once; there is no succession in his 
knowledge. Vide s. 22, II. This his know- 
ledge can oceasicn him, therefore, no trouble or 
expense of time, in which, as is the case with 
us, more important concerns must be neglected 
or deferred. Employment about small things 
is made an objection to men, because they are 
prone to regard trifles as important, (which can 
never be said of God,) and because, on account 
of them, they are prone to neglect what is of 
more value. This danger has been transferred 
very inconsiderately to God. But as nothing 
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is too great for him,.so nothing is too small. 
He cannot therefore be distracted, as Frederic 
II. supposed, by being employed about small 
concerns. 

2. The divine purpose must necessarily ex- 
tend to particular things; since otherwise his 
knowledge must be as imperfect and fragmentary 
18 Our own. From the theory of the omni- 
science and the decrees of God stated in s. 22, 
32, and there proved to be according to scripture 
and reason, it appears, that when God thinks 
of men he does not think of them in general, but 
in particular—of all men individually, and in 
all the various circumstances and conditions in 
which they exist every moment. In this way 
does he think of the whole world, and of all its 
separate parts, from eternity; and similar to 
this is his decree respecting the universe, and 
all its parts. No alteration, therefore, can be 
made in the smallest portion of the world, which 
he did not consider and embrace in his eternal 
decree. 

3. That a human ruler cannot devote equal 
attention to all the objects which are under his 
inspection, and that he is compelled to set some 
of them aside as comparatively unimportant, and 
to give himself little or no concern about them, 
is the consequence of human imperfection. T'he 
greater the powers of his mind are, the more will 
he be able to occupy himself with particular ob- 
jects, and those of minor consequence ; and the 
more he does this, the more just and impartial 
an estimate will he be able to form of the whole, 
and consequently the more wisely and prosper- 
ously will he be able to administer his govern- 
ment. Hence Plato justly remarked, that a per- 
fect ruler must have an equal care for all his 
subjects, and all the offices of state, and allow 
none of them to pass unregarded, lest the whole 
should suffer injury from his neglect of a part. 
Vide Cicero, De Officiis, i. 25. It is this rest- 
less activity, which seizes upon everything, even 
things which would appear insignificant to men 
of common minds, and turns them to its own ac- 
count, which is so universally admired and ap- 
plauded in Cesar, Frederic IJ., and other distin- 
guished rulers of ancient and modern times. If 
this is true with regard to human rulers, how 
much more so with regard to God in administer- 
ing his government; since he is not wanting 
either in the knowledge, power, or will, requisite 
to the most particular providence. If God did 


not exercise a watchful care over particular per- 


sons and things, how would he be able to secure 
the good of the whole, which is composed of so 
many parts, all intimately connected? The 
whole is only the aggregate of many small 
portions; and the smallest is as inseparably 
connected with the largest, as the links are in a 
thain, or the wheels ina clock. The greatest 
sevolutions which have taken place in the 
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world—wars, &c., have often proceeded from 
the smallest causes; from a small spark, great 
conflagrations, which have occasioned a wide- 
spread misery and destruction. In these cases, 
what is small is inseparably connected with 
what is great. The providence of God, there= 
fore, either extends to all things, even to those 
which we denominate small, or there is no di- 
vine providence. From this alternative there is 
no escape. : 

4. Men are accustomed to regard many things 
as small, insignificant, useless, and even injuri- 
ous, because they are unable to see their use 
and importance in the connexion of things. 
This is therefore a proof of the weakness of the 
human understanding, and of the great imper- 
fection of human knowledge. But as God 
created all these things, and continually prolongs 
their existence, he must regard them as useful 
and necessary, and adapted to promote his ends, 
in their connexion with the whole. How then 
can it be inconsistent with his dignity to watch 
over them, and to preserve them! If it was 
not dishonourable for God to give them exist- 
ence, it cannot be dishonourable for him to pre- 
serve to them the existence he has given. And 
indeed his wisdom, power, and goodness, are 
at least as evident, and often more so, in his 
least, as in his greatest works. Cf. Plato, De 
Repub. x. 


Il. Tt is Benevolent, Wise, Unsearchable. 


This follows incontrovertibly from what has 
already been said, and is perfeetly accordant 
with the instructions of the Bible. Vide Ps. 
Ixxili. 16, civ. 24; Job, xxxvi. xxxvil., and espe- 
cially xxxviii.; Ecel. iii. 11, viii. 17, xi. 5; 
Rom. xi. 33, 34; in which passages the wisdom 
and unsearchableness of God are particularly 
noticed. This benevolent and wise government 
of God is administered in such a way as to 
promote the highest, which is a moral good, 
among all moral beings, in order to prepare 
them to partake of that true and abiding happi- 
ness which can be attained only by holiness; 
since it is principally for moral beings, who are 
more nearly related to God than any other, that 
he has created, preserves, and governs all 
things. 

We must here attend to the question, Jn what 
rélation the miracles so often mentioned in the holy 
scriptures stand to the government of God? We 
must here presuppose what has already been said 
respecting miracles, s, 7, III. ; and proceed there- 
fore directly to consider the philosopho-theolo- 
gical theory respecting miracles, and to shew in 
what manner the objections urged against it may 
be answered. 

1. The changes in the world ordinarily take 
place under the divine government, according to 
the laws or the course of nature, since they are 
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effected through the powers which God has given 
to his creatures, though not without his concur- 
rence, but, on the contrary, under his constant 
guidance and inspection. Nowifanything takes 
place which cannot be explained by these laws, 
or which transcends them, it is extraordinary, 
and is regarded as an immediate production of 
God, (in distinction from wnat takes place ac- 
cording to the course of nature, which is said 
to be a mediate production of God,) and is com- 
monly called a miracle. Since now both of 
these effects are to be ascribed to the providence 
of God, it is divided into erdinary and extraor- 
dinary ; and because these extraordinary effects 
are produced both on the body and on the mind, 
miracles are divided into those which take 
place in the material world, and in the spiritual 
world. 

Note.—Many things produced by the mediate 
agency of God are ascribed to his immediate 

_agency, from ignorance of the second causes by 
which his agency is exerted. Hence ignorant 
and inexperienced men are accustomed to see 
more miracles, and to believe in them more rea- 
dily, than learned men, who are better able to 
observe the natural causes by which these effects 
are produced. And this it is which renders 
learned and scientific men often incredulous and 
sceptical upon the subject of miracles. But they 
are apt to presume too much on their own know- 
ledge, and to think they can explain many things 
which they really do not understand. It is 
also a great fault, though a very common one, 
to draw a general principle from what often 
occurs, and to apply it to all cases. Because 
many pretended miracles have been proved false, 
Hume declares that all miracles, those of the 
the Bible not excepted, are such, and thus re- 
jects the most credible testimony. 

2. Thepossibihty of such extraordinary effects 
produced by God is proved in the following 
manner—viz., (a) They are naturally possible— 
i.e., God has power to produce such effects. 
He is indeed himself the author of the laws of 
nature, but he is not bound by them—i. e., he 
is not so bound by them that he must necessa- 
rily act in every case in accordance with them; 
he can alter them, suspend them, or depart from 
them; which, indeed, follows as a just conse- 
quence from his omnipotence. (b) They are 
also morally possible—i. e., they are not incon- 
sistent with the divine wisdom, provided they 
tend to promote some important end, which 
could not, or at least could not so well, be se- 
cured in any other way; nor can it be shewn, 
4 priori, that such cases may not occur. Mira- 
cles cannot, then, be shewn to be either morally 
or physically impossible, and to attempt to do 
this is, as Kant, Fichte, and other modern phi- 


losophers have allowed, most unpardonable pre- | 
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sumption. Cf. the similar reasoning of the 
stoics, in Cicero, De divin. i. 52, seq. 

3. The proof of the reality of miracles depends 
upon credible testimony. We, as Christians, 
regard the testimony of the holy scriptures as 
credible, the historical truth of the events related 
in them being supposed already established, for 
which cf. s. 7, III. The miracles mentioned in 
the scriptures are all of such a nature as to prove 
the divinity of the truths and doctrines which 
are taught in them, to seal the divine mission of 
the teacher, in short, to promote various import- 
ant ends, especially those of a moral kind. At 
the time when these miracles were performed, 
when men would believe nothing without signs 
and wonders, they were doubtless of special ser- 
vice, but their utility is by no means confined to 
those particular times, but they must answer the 
same great ends with all who are convinced of 
their historical truth. For if miracles are true, 
God proved by them his unlimited dominion 
over the powers of nature; and to a being who 
proves this we are bound to yield assent and 
render obedience. 

4, Tindal, Hume, Morgan, Voltaire, and 
others, who contend against miracles, bring for- 
ward the @ priori objection that miracles would 
presuppose an imperfection in the original plan 
of God. It would be, they say, very unphiloso- 
phical to represent God as a workman who had 
not properly planned or executed his work, and 
who is obliged, when the wheels of the machine- 
ry stop, or the house is ready to fall, himself to 
interpose, and reculate and rectify whatis wrong. 
Such ideas, they think, would suit well with 
that early state of society in which Jupiter was 
supposed to examine the vault of heaven, to see 
if it were rent, but are entirely unsuited to our 
enlightened and philosophical age. To this it 
may be answered, ¥ 

(a) That miracles, like everything else in the 
world, formed a part of the original plan of God, 
and were embraced in his eternal purpose re- 
specting the world and all its changes. Vide s. 
32. In this purpose, it must have been deter- 
mined that in the course of ordinary events, in 
particular places, and at certain times, miracles 
should take place; for God must have foreseen 
that some of his plans would either wholly fail, 
or could not be so well accomplished by the 
ordinary course of events, as by his special in- 
terference. This answer was given by Leibnitz 
and Wolf. 

(6) The contradiction which the human under- 
standing appears to find in miracles is owing te 
the fact that men, from the very constitution of 
their minds, connect together the causes and ef- 
fects of the material world by the idea of neces- 
sity, and cannot do otherwise. But inthe view 
of God, who sees all things as they really are 
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there are no necessary effects, even in the mate- 
rial world ; but his will is in all things free, and 
apon his will alone therefore does it depend to 
produce any effect which may be conducive to 
his designs. A miracle now is a new effect 
aside from the usual chain of events, which can- 
not therefore, like ordinary effects, be connected 
with what has preceded and with what follows 
by the law of a suffietent reason, and which we 
are therefore Jed irresistibly to ascribe to a power 
which has unlimited control over the material 
world, and thus arises the idea of a méracle. 
But still there is no real change in things them- 
selves, and as soon as the miracle ceases they 
proceed as they did before, and are still connect- 
ed together by the rules of the maxim of a suf- 
jictent reason. 'Thus we see that miracles are 
possible, but we are unable to comprehend how 
they can be performed ; just as we are unable to 
understand how God could create a world from 
nothing. 

5. From these principles it also follows that 
no miracles are wrought, in cases in which the 
designs of God can be fully and in their whole 
extent attained by natural means. And hence 
we may conclude, that miracles are of unfrequent 
occurrence, and that their reality must be attested 
by witnesses who cannot be justly suspected 
either of intentional fraud, or of enthusiasm, 
credulity, or any unintentional self-deception, 
before we can be justified in believing them. It 
cannot be said that God is more glorified by 
miracles than by the common course of nature. 
On the other hand, he is equally glorified, to say 
the least, by the common course of nature, as by 
miracles. In miracles his bare omnipotence be- 
comes more conspicuous, but in the course of na- 
ture, his infinite wisdom and power are alike 
evidenced. ‘The opinion here opposed arises 
from the puerile notion, that it must be more 
difficult and laborious for God to perform a mi- 
racle than to produce, in the ordinary way, the 
natural changes which take place in the world, 
and that the former therefore is more to his glory. 
But to God nothing is difficult, and nothing 
causes him labour. The production of the na- 
tural world, the constitution of its laws, and the 
regulation of its changes, require, in themselves 
considered, as great an exertion of power as the 
working of miracles. 

6. But although the remarks here made are 
true, they by no means justify those interpreters 
who endeavour to explain by natural principles 
events expressly said in the scriptures to be 
miraculous, performed for the attainment of im- 
portant moral ends not otherwise attainable. 
For such an interpretation is inconsistent with 
the authority of the Bible, and indeed, is a di- 
recy impeachment of its truth, and goes to prove 
that the sacred writers, or those who performed 
the pretended rriracles, were either impostors, 
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or themselves deluded fanatics. The doctrixe 
of Christ and the apostles is only so far esta- 
blished, as they appeal to miracles. For they 
gave themselves out as extraordinary and imme- 
diate ambassadors of God. But this claim could 
not be proved merely by the internal excellenes 
of the doctrines which they taught, and they 
could expect to be credited only when their ex- 
traordinary claims were supported by extraordi- 
nary facts. And itis on account of this intimate 
connexion between the truth of their miracles 
and their character as extraordinary teachers, 
that many who are unwilling to concede the 
latter are disposed to dispute the former. If 
the proof from miracles be once allowed, it 
follows directly that those who performed them 
were extraordinary and immediate messengers 
from God. Vide s.7, and Introduction, s. 7, 8. 
7. The question is asked, Whether miracles 
occur at the present time, and whether we, in 
accordance with the promises of the New Testa- 
ment, may expect to perform miraculous cures, 
and hope to possess the gifts of inspiration, di- 
vination, &c.? This has been believed by pre- 
tended thaumaturgists, prophets, and enthusiasts 
of every kind, ancient and modern. And many 
also, who cannot be accused of enthusiasm, have 
assented to this opinion. Grotius, for example, 
believed that Christian missionaries might hope 
to perform miracles, and Lavater supposed, that 
any Christian who could firmly believe that God 
would work miracles through him, would be 
able to do what he believed. But if history and 
experience are consulted, we shall soon know 
what to think of the pretended wonder-workers 
since the times of the apostles, and be able to 
put them down either as impostors or as deluded 
fanatics. But does not the New Testament 
afford reason to hope that miraculous powers 
may be continued in the Christian church? No! 
For (a) these miraculous gifts were by no means 
promised by Christ to all his followers, at all 
times, but only to the apostles and first teachers 
of Christianity, to be used by them in proclaim- 
ing Christian truth, and in establishing the 
Christian church, Mark, xvi. 17, 18, coll. ver. 
15, 16, 20; John, xiv. 12, coll. ver. 11, 13, 14. 
(b) In Eph. iv. 13, seq., Paul teaches what is 
well worthy of notice, that these gifts were in- 
tended only for the first age of the church, and 
would cease when the church had become tho- 
roughly established, when more clear knowledge 
of the truth had been diffused, and the contro- 
versies between Jewish and heathen Christians 
were ended. The same truth is taught in I 
Cor. xiii. 8; the gift of tongues, &c., it is there 
said, will hereafter cease, (with some reference 
to the present world, though principally to the 
world to come, where these gifts will be wholly 
useless,) but faith, hope, and charity will abide 
(and that in the present world as well as in the 
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future) as long as tne church shall continue. 
(c) Add to these the consideration, that it can- 
not be proved that the power of conferring these 
gifts was granted to any besides the apostles, 
(ef. Acts, viii. 14—17,) and that after the death 
of the apostles and their immediate successors 
in the Christian church, these gifts would there- 
fore cease, as a matter of course. 

On this subject, cf. Toellner, :Yermishchte 
Aufsitze, th. ii. Abhandl. 2, Warum Gott nicht 
iibernatiirlich thut, was natiirlich geschehen 
kann. Ammon, De notione miraculi; GOttinge, 
1795, 4to. Also the work entitled, Betracht- 
ungen tiber den Endzweck der Wunderwerke, 
und die Kraft des Wunderglaubens in unsern 
Tagen; Berlin, 1777, 8vo; and the works occa- 
sioned by the opinion of Layater and others; 
Middleton’s Essay on Miraculous Gifts after 
the Death of the Apostles; F. T. Rtihl, Werth 
der Behauptungen Jesu, und seiner Apostel ; 
Leipzig, 1791, 8vo; K6éppen, Die Bibel ein 
Werk der géttlichen Weisheit. One of the latest 
works in opposition to miracles is entitled, De 
miraculis enchiridion, a philosopho Theologis 
exhibitum; Zwickau, 1805, 8vo,—a prejudiced 
and partial work. Vide the Review in the Jen. 
Lit. Zeit. for 1806, No. 168. 

Note.—In respect to its practical influence, 
the doctrine of the providence of God is one of 
the first importance. In addition to the parti- 
culars enumerated s. 67, I., Vote 2, the religious 
teacher, in his practical instructions, should in- 
sist upon the following points, which are made 
preminent in the holy scriptures, where we may 
see an example of the proper mode of exhibit- 
ing them. 

(a) He should shew, that we ought never to 
stop with the second causes through which our 
blessings come to us, or by which the effects 
which we witness are accomplished, but should 
always go back to Gop as the first cause, and 
sincerely love and honour him, as the author of 
every good gift. Vide James, i. 17; iv. 13, 15. 
Instead of dwelling upon the second causes by 
which events are brought about, and wholly 
overlooking the agency of God, (the common 
method of modern historians,) the sacred his- 
torians refer everything to God, and hence they 
so frequently clash with the views and feelings 
ef those who look upon the world from a dif- 
one and lower point of view. Vide s. 70, 

- 2. 

(5) If we would enjoy the blessings, whether 
temporal or spiritual, which are designed for us, 
and promised to us by God, we must, on our 
part, fulfil the conditions to the performance of 
which he has annexed this enjoyment. Cf. s. 
71,11. Morus, p. 83, s. 8. 

(c) Natural evils and calamities are under the 
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control of an all-wise and benevolent Being, and 
are intended to lead us to repent of our sins, and 
lead holy lives, or to confirm and strengthen us 
in holiness, and in every way to contribute tc 
our advantage. Cf. s. 71, Il. 2. 

(d) We should feel especially indebted tc 
God for any holiness or moral rectitude wh:ch 
we may perceive in ourselves. By cherishing 
the feeling that whatever is good in us ‘s the 
gift of God, we shall be kept from that selfisa 
blindness and pride which would spring from 
the thought that we ourselves were the authors 
of it. God gave us our moral nature, and to 
him we owe all the powers which we possess, 
and all the means, in the use of which we attain 
to holiness. Our faults and crimes, on the con- 
trary, we must charge wholly to ourselves, and 
never to God. Cf. James, i. 13—15; 1 Cor 
iv. 7; 2 Cor. ix. 11; Phil. ti. 13. 

(e) God employs all his creatures as instru- 
ments for the promotion of his own purposes, 
and hence they are called (e. g., Ps. cili.) his 
servants, his messengers, who do his will. But 
to none of the creatures who inhabit his foot- 
stool, has God assigned so large a sphere of 
action, and none does he so much employ in the 
accomplishment of his most important purposes 
as man, and man is what he is through the 
moral nature which God has given him, and 
which he constantly preserves in exercise. In 
this his moral nature man resembles God, and 
can continually become more and more like him, 
yea, in this he is related to him, and partakes 
of the divine nature. Every man, in every sta- 
tion and calling in life, is employed by God as 
an instrument for the attainment of important 
ends. The more faithfully a man performs all 
the duties of his station, however inferior it may 
be, and especially the more he labours after true 
holiness, the more will his life be conformed to 
the divine will, and answer the ends for which 
he is employed. And one who fails to dis- 
charge these duties, and “is unprofitable in the 
service of God, proves that he mistakes his own 
true worth and dignity. It is therefore our 
highest duty to exert ourselves, to the utmost 
of our powers, to do good in all the relations in 
which we stand under the government of God, 
and especially to promote holiness in ourselves 
and others. Cf. s. 69, ad finem, and s. 70, IL. 
2. Morus, p. 78, s. 4. 

As Christians, however, we should exercise 
these feelings, and yield this obedience, not tc 
God only, but also to Jesus Christ, the Son of 
God. He counsels and guides all who believe 
in him; they ought therefore to imitate and fol. 
low him. It is the peculiarity of the Christian 
system to require of us that we should do every 
thing éy évouary Xpsrov. 
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ON THE PLAN, ORDER, AND SUCCESSION OF TOPICS 
IN THE SECOND BOOK. 


Tuis Book is properly denominated, theological Anthropology, because it contains the 
doctrine respecting man, and his relation to God. In respect to the order and succession 
in whic: the various topics belonging to this doctrine are treated, there *s a great 
diversity 4 the systems of theology, both a.cient and modern. The particuss. ..ver in 
which doctrines are treated is, indeed, of no great importance, provided only that those 
doctrines are placed first which constitute the basis of those which follow, or which 
contribute essentially to the illustration of them. To place the doctrine respecting 
Christ—e. g. respecting his person, the redemption effected through him, &c.—at the 
very introduction of the system, (as some have done,) is certainly very preposterous, 
since a great deal in these doctrines cannot be placed in the proper light until the 
scriptural doctrines of the depravity of man, of sin, and the punishment of sin, have 
been previously illustrated. The plan adopted by Morus, of placing the latter doctrines 
first, has therefore greatly the advantage over the other. Still, on any method which 
may be adopted, there will always be found difficulties and imperfections. Some have 
made a merit of deviating from the method generally pursued in systems of theology, 
of inventing a method wholly new, and especially of giving new titles to the various 
divisions of the subject. But no new land is won for the science itself by means of 
these innovations; and. on the contrary, the study of it is rendered very perplexed to 
beginners, and thet are sumpelled, whenever they take a usw sy4em in hand, to begin 
as it were anew, and to learn a new language. 

We adopt the following order—viz., (a) Man may be considered in his former or 
original condition—the state of ¢nnocence, and of this an account has already been given 
in Book I: s. 53—57. Further, man may be considered (b) in his present state—that 
in which he is, since the state of innocence has ceased. In this connexion belong the 
doctrines respecting sin, its origin, the various kinds of sin, and its consequences ; Art. 
ix. s. 73—87, inclusive. Finally, man may be considered (c) in that better state to 
which he is restored. Here the whole doctrine respecting the redemption of the human 
race belongs. (1) De gratia Dei salutari,—the gracious institutes which God has 
established to promote the holiness and happiness of men,—especially those established 
in and through Christ,—the different states of Christ,—his person, his work, and the 
salutary consequences of it to the human race; Art. x. s. 88—120, inclusive. (2) On 
the conditions (repentance and faith) on which we can obtain the blessedness promised 
to Christians by God; Art. xi. s. 121—128, inclusive. (3) On the manner in which 
God aids those who believe in Christ, and enables them to fulfil the prescribed condi: 
tions, or. respecting divine influences and the means of grace; Art. xii s, 12?29—133 
inclusive. (4) On the Christian community, or the church; Art. xiii. s. 134—136. 
(5) On Baptism and the Lord’s Supper, or the sacraments; Art. xiv. s. 137—146 
(6) On the passage of man to another world, and +s state in it,—of death, the immor 
tality of the soul, the resurrection of the body, tt day of judgment, the end of the 
world, and future happiness and misery; Art. xv. s. 147—160. 


Vow bi 


JN AA Lowa, 


MOA rem; “Veuldlu Mad uw 
ye We Oe Orretn oh” ec bow 


ww <7 


BOOK IT. 


DOCTRINE OF MAN. 


PART 


ARTICLE IX. 


OF SIN, AND THE PUNISHMENE OF SIN, 


SECTION LXXIIl. 


WHAT iS MEANT BY SIN; THE DIFFERENT WORDS 
USED IN THE BIBLE TO DENOTE SIN, AND THE 
MEANING OF THEM. 

I. Definition of Sin. 

SAIN, understood objectively, 
and taken in its wider sense, 
2 is, any deviation from the law 
of God, or, what is not right, 
according to the divine law; 
what is opposed to the law. 
In the language of jurists, a 
RESP deviation from the law is called a 
Ly" erime, (Germ. Verbrechen, crimen;) 
in theology, and when the concerns 
of religion are made the topics of dis- 
course—that is, when men are consi- 
dered in their relation to God, it is 
called sin; and,it is an advantage which the 
German language [and also the English] pos- 
sesses, that it is able to designate this particu- 
lar form of transgression by an appropriate 
word. Sin, therefore, properly speaking, is a 
deviation from the divine law, or, according to 
the scripture phraseology, what is not xara 76 
Séanua tov @zov. This word is always used 
with reference to God, as Legislator; and be- 
cause the Bible, in entire conformity with ex- 
perience, regards all men in their present condi- 
tion as transgressors of the divine law, it calls 
them sinners, Rom. iii. 9, 23, 24. 

But would we define subjectively that act by 
which one becomes a sinner, or punishable, we 
might say, sin is a free act, which is opposed to 
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the divine law, or which deviates from it.” 
it must be remarked, 

(a) That in order for an action to be imputea 
to any one as sinful, it must be a free action; 
for whenever a man acts by compulsion, and it 
does not depend upon himself either to perform 
or omit the action, it cannot be imputed to him 
as sin; the consideration of which will be re- 


sumed ins. 81. 


Here 


(5) Properly speaking, it is the law which ge 


makes sin what it is. All morality proceeds 
from the law; and where there is no @ivine 
law, there is no sin.) This is taught by Paul, 
Rom. iv. 15, ob obx ore vomos, ovd2 mapaBaors 
(éor’). Were there no law given, the actions 


now denominated sins (e. g., licentiousness, © 


theft, murder,) while they must still be regarded 
as foolish and injurious, and be called evils, 
(Germ. Uebel,) could no longer be denominated 
sins. Wild beasts often despoil and destroy 
other beasts and human beings. ‘This is an 
evil, and has injurious consequences, even for 
the beasts themselves; they are ensnared, and 
hunted down. (But what they do is not sin, 
because they have no law given them; and no 
reasonable man would call such things in brutes 
sins, or seriously affirm that a beast had stnned. 
Nor is even the word crime applied to their out- 
rages, because they are exempt alike from hu- 
man and divine laws.) 

By law is meant, the precept of a ruler, aceom- 
panied with comminations; and by a ruler is 
meant one who has the right to prescribe rules 
of acting to others, and to connect these rules 
with threatenings. Commands and laws are two 
different things. In every law there is a com- 
mand, but every command is not a law. A 
command must be rightful in order to be a law; 
the preceptor must be entitled to give commands, 
and those to whom they are given must be 


bound to obey; and on these conditions only 
(259) 
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does a command become a law. Hence the de- 
mand of the robber to give him our property, 
with the threat which he annexes, that he will 
murder us if we refuse, is no law. The laws 
of God are made known to us partly through 
nature, and partly by immediate revelation 
through the holy scriptures. The iatter are de- 


fy signed to renew, impress, confirm, illustrate, 
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and enlarge or complete the law of nature. God 
, has thus, both by the works of nature and by 
the doctrines contained in the holy scriptures, 
given us information respecting his designs, as 
his will respecting men and a rule for them, to 


’ 4 which they should continually have regard, and 


according to which they should regulate their 
conduct. Morus, p. 106, n. 3, 4. 


Il. Scriptural Terms for Sin. 


1. The most common word for sin is the He- 


icte—brew muon, generally rendered by the Grecian 
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Jews auapcia. Both of these words are used 
in various senses. 

(a) The Hebrew nm signifies literally to de- 
viate from one’s way, to slip aside—a meaning 
which it has among the Arabians. Hence fo 
fail of one’s end, to sce his design frustrated, Job, 
v. 24; Proverbs, x. 2. In the same way are 
the words duapravew and auaprva employed by 
the Greeks in reference to those whose expecta- 
tion is disappointed, who lose, or are deprived 
of something, who miss their aim, and come 
short. Thus, e. g., Xenophon speaks of those 
dmaptavovres t75 BovAgoews, Whose counsel was 
frustrated ; and even in Homer we find the 
phrase dpapryjoacsae 775 éenys, to be deprived 
of sight. In the Iliad (xxiv. 68) he says, with 
regard to Hector, that he never suffered the gods 
to want for offerings worthy of their accept- 
ance — 


odré gidwv hudprave ddpwr. 


Hence (5) these words are used figuratively, 
and are transferred to the soul, and denote the 
faults and defects of the understanding and of 
the will, an) aisu of the actions; of the latter 
more frequently, though sometimes of the for- 
mer—e. g., John, viii. 46, érzyyew rept duap- 
Tias, erroris convincere, and John, xvi. 8, 9, where 
auaptva signifies, delusion, blindness of the wnder- 
standing. More commonly, however, it is used 
with reference to the will: rd the actions, and 
denotes every deviation from the divine law in 
willing and acting. ‘'H Guapria, therefore, often 
signifies, sometimes every transgression of a 
grave character, and sometimes, in gen °a', isn 
piety, profanitas, irreligion. Thus the heathen 
were denominated by the Jews, duaprwrot, 
Don, In opposition to themselves, the gens 
sancta. In Heb. x. 26, duaprdvew signifies to 
apostatize from the Christian faith. In Romans, 
vii. 9, Paul uses duapria to denote the propen- 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


sity to sin (Germ. Hang zur Siinde) which is 
everywhere observed in man, and which is na 
tural to him. [Cf. Usteri, Entwickelung des 
Paulinischen Lehrbegriffs, Zweiter und Dritter 
Theil.—Tr. ] 

(c) This, and all the words which signify 
sin, are often used by the Hebrews and Hellen- 
ists to denote the punishment of sin—é. 2., 
Isaiah, liii.; 2 Kings, vii. 9, seq. 

(d) They also signify a stn-offering—e. g., 
Ps. xl. 7; 2 Cor. v. 21, Svoia mepi apaprias. 

2. Besides this. word, there are many others 
by which the idea of sin is expressed by the 
Hebrews and Greeks. Among these are, 

(a) In Hebrew, yy, guilt (reatus), sin, Psaln 
lix. 5; frequently rendered in the Septuagin 
Gdixnua, or adixva. yw, strictly, apostasy from 
the true God, or rebellion against him. [The 
word 70, from “10, has the same signification.— 
Tr.] Forsaking the worship of Jehovah for 
that of idols, and every deliberate transgression 
of the divine law, were justly regarded as rebel- 
lion against God, and so called by this name, 
2 Kings, viii. 10; Jer. iii. 13. ypvia is therefore 
a stronger word than nxn. yen is used to de- 
note the injustice of judges, when they lose sight 
of what is just (p33), and decide unjustly and 
partially, Job, ix. 24; Ezek. vii. 11; hence ap- 
plied to any misdeed or wickedness, by which 
the desert of punishment is incurred, Psa. v. 5. 
Hence pv signifies, one guiliy, (reus, damna- 
tus,) sensu forensi. yviy is rendered in the Sep- 
tuagint by the words ddixia, aoéBevn, x. T+ Ae 
ov, guilt, guiltiness. maw, or mI, error, mis- 
take, transgression, Psa. xix. 13. Sept. xa- 
pantoua Classical Greek, xrav7. 

(6) In the New Testament, the words which 
denote sin are mostly taken from the Septua- 
gint, where they are used interchangeably the 
one for the other. Among these are zapaxom, 
Hebrews, ii. 2 ;—zapaBacrs, Romans, iv. 15;— 
adixca and ddixnua, (like guapria and duaprnua,) 
Romans, i. 18; vi. 13;—ége’anua, Matt. vi. 12. 
(The Hebrews often represent sins under the 
image of debts, which must either be remitted or 
paid.) Iaparroua, Matt. vi. It, also used to 
signify apostasy from religion, Rom. xi. 12; 
dyvonua, a sin committed through ignorance, ere 
ratum, Heb. ix. 7. (So Aquila renders yy, Lev. 
Xxvi. 39, by ayvova* so also tran. "Avoids, 
illegality, transgression of the law, or sin, Matt. 
vii. 23. It is also sometimes used in the sense 
of irreligion, heathenism, since vouos often sig- 
nifies the religion revealed by God. Hence the 
ueathea are called dyouoc, Rom. ii. 12; vi. 19. 
Cf. doéBeva, doeBr¢. In the text, 1 John, iii. 4, 
7 dmaptia gory 7 dvoula, it is not the intention 
of the writer to give a logical definition of sin, but 
rather to oppose those deceivers who maintained 
that a sinful life was allowable. The meaning 
of the text is as follows: « Whoever leads a 
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sinful life, acts in opposition to the precepts of 
the divine law; for every sin is against the di- 
vine law, (which commands us to live holy and 
without sin, Vide ver. 3.)” 

In the discussion here following of the doc- 
trine respecting sin, this order will be observed 
—viz., (1) The origin of sin among men, or the 
sin of our first parents, and the moral corruption 
of human nature, derived, according to the 
scriptures, from them, will be first considered, 
s. 74—80, (2) The origin and nature of the 
particular sinful actions of men, which have 
their ground in that moral depravity, together 
with the different kinds and divisions of these 
actions, s. 81—85. (3) The punishment of sin, 
as learned from reason and revelation, s. 86, 87. 


SECTION LXXIV. ” 

WHAT DOES REASON, WITHOUT THE USE OF THE 
BIBLE, TEACH US RESPECTING THE SINFUL 
STATE OF MAN, AND THE ORIGIN OF iT? AND 
HOW FAR DO THE RESULTS OF REASON ON THIS 
SUBJECT AGREE WITH THE BIBLE 2 


[. Opinions of Heathen Philosophers. 


Tue fact that human nature is imperfect, and 
has a morally defective constitution, shewing 
itself in the earliest youth, was observed and 
conceded by most of the ancient heathen philo- 
sophers ; and the fact is so obvious, and so con- 
formed to experience, that it could hardly have 
peen otherwise. It was formerly observed, as 
it is now, that man has more inclination to im- 
morality and sin than to innocence, holiness, 
and moral purity. A perpetual conflict was 
seen to exist in man, from his youth up, between 
reason and sense—a contest in which man 
oftener sided with the latter than with the 
former, and thus made himself unhappy. It 
was seen that man, even when enjoying the best 
moral instruction, and when possessed of a full 
conviction of the justice of the requisitions of 
the moral law, still often acted immorally ; and 
this, even when perfectly convinced that in so 
doing he did wrong; and that he was thus ina 
state extremely wretched. Vide Morus, p. 109, 
s. 3. Now, if it was with man as it should be, 
he would suffer his will to be at once determined 
by what his understanding perceived to be true 
and good, and would regulate his conduct ac- 
cordingly. That this is not so, experience suf- 
ficiently teaches. It is false, therefore, to assert 
that everything depends upon instruction, and 
that if tte mind were only enlightened with re- 
gard to duty, the will would soon follow. So 
it should be, but so it is not; and it is the great- 
est of all moral problems, how to render the will 
obedient to the dictates of the understanding. 

These things having been observed in ancient 
times, the writings of the pagan philosephe.s "2 
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full of complaints over the moral corruption of 
man. Socrates is said by Plato (De Repub.) to 
have complained that all nations, even the most 
cultivated, and those advanced farthest in inte, 
ligence and knowledge, were yet so depraved 
that no human discovery or art sufficed to remove 
the disorder. The writings of Plato, Aristotle 
and Cicero, are full of expressions of the same 
kind. Aristotle called this evil ovyyevés, Ethic. 
ad Nicom. iii. 15. Plato says in his Meno, that 
children by nature (vcev) are not good; for in 
that case, says he, ironically, it would only be 
necessary to shut them up, in order to keep them 
good. He saw that it was a mistake to suppose 
that man is made wicked merely by education, 
or that he becomes so merely by the imitation 
of bad examples. Cicero says, in his Tusculan 
Questions (ili. 1), Simulac editi in lucem et sus- 
ceptt sumus, in omni continuo pravitate, et in 
summa opinionum perversitate, versamur: ut 
pene cum lacte nutricis errorem suaisse vide= 
amur. De Amicit. (c. 24,) Multis signis natura 
declarat quid velit: obsurdescimus tamen neseio 
quomodo ; nec ea que ab ea monemur, audimus-— 
our will does not follow what our understanding 
approves as right and good. In this connexion 
We may cite the common declaration, Mitimur 
in vetitum semper, cupimusque negata; and that 
of Ovid, (Metam. vii. 18, seq.) 


Si possem, sanior essem. 
Sed trahit invitum nova vis; aliudque cupido, 
Mens aliud suadet. Video meliora proboque, 
Deteriora sequor. 


Very remarkable are the words of Seneca, in 
his work De Clementia, |. i. c. 6:—*+ Quotus 
quisque ex questoribus est, qui non ea ipsa lege 
teneatur, qua querit? Quotus quisque aceusa- 
tor, vacat culpa? Et nescio, an nemo ad dandam 
veniam difficilior sit, quam qui illam petere se- 
pius meruit. Peccavimus omnes, alii gravia, 
alii leviora; alii ex destinato, alii forte impulsi, 
aut aliena nequitia ablati; alii in bonis consiliis 
parum fortiter stetimus, et innocentiam invite ac 
renitentes perdidimus. Nee delinquimus tan- 
tum, sed usque ad extremum evi delinquemus.” 
Compare with this what he says in his Treatise 
De Ira, (ii. 8,) ‘‘ Omnia sceleribus ac vitiis plena 
sunt. Plus committitur quam quod possit coer- 
citione sanari. Certatur ingenti quodam nequi- 
tie certamine. Major quotidie peccandi cupi- 
ditas, minor verecundia est. Nec furtiva jam 
scelera sunt; preeter oculos eunt; adeoque in 
publicum missa nequitia est, et in omnium pec- 
toribus evaluit, ut innocentia non rara, sed nulla 
sit.’ Cf. also the declaration of Sopater, 
ovmovroy GSpdros Td auapravew. For numer- 
ous other passages of similar import, the student 
may consult Tholuck, Lehre von der Stinde, s 
48, 49; 72, 73; and the works commended by 
Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 359. For the opinions of 
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the later Jews, vide Hisenmenger, Entdecktes 
Judenthum, theil. ii. s. 80, f.—Tr.] 

All this is in perfect accordance with the de- 
clarations of the sacred writers, and especially 
with that of Paul, Rom. vii. 15, «For that which 


I do, I allow not; for what I would, that I do} 


got; but what I hate, that do I.” It is also in 
accordance with the experience of every indivi- 
dual. And yet there have been philosophers, 
especially in modern times, who have denied 
the truth of such representations, and have at- 
tempted to demonstrate the contrary, and who 
have sought to found new systems of education 
upon their peculiar views respecting the charac- 
ter of man. 

As to the real causes of this depravity, which 
was so universally seen and acknowledged, the 
opinions were very various. 

(1) Men in the earliest times, and among the 
rude heathen nations, being left to themselves, 
either neglected all reflection upon this subject, 
or invented various philosophemes or narrations, 
in order to facilitate to themselves the under- 
standing of the origin and diffusion of this evil. 
In all of them, however, it was assumed that the 
human race was originally better than after- 
wards, and that either by slow degrees, or sud- 
denly and at once, it became corrupt. As soon 
as men begin to reflect. upon God and them- 
selves, they exhibit almost universally the feel- 
ing, that it is necessary to suppose that mankind 
was originally in a better condition; nor can this 
feeling be obliterated by any subtle reasoning. 
Cf. s. 56. 

(2) The ancient Grecian philosophers adopted 
in part the fables and narratives which they 
found already existing; but they also undertook 
to investigate the first origin of evil more parti- 
cularly. In doing this, they soon came to the 
result, (which indeed had been already observed 
by the authors of those narratives,) that the de- 
fective constitution of man consisted in the un- 
due power of sense (Sinnlichkett), and that this 
had its seat in the body. Paul distinguishes in 
man the vduos éy vous méneow (i. €., 2v capac, Ver. 
18), and the vouos zov vods. The former, he 
SAYS, Gvtvorparevet as vOMG OOS, xaL aiyMararré et 
BETO vOUK@ THs auaprias, Rom. vii. 23. We 
have thus a dictamen sensuum, and a dictamen 
rationis. So Araspas in Xenophon distinguishes 
in every man an dya3y and a wornpd Yuyxn, Cyrop. 
vi. 215 and Plato makes mention of the roycore- 
xov ns \wxns and of the droywrruxdy or éteSvun- 
txdv. «These Grecian philosophers proceeded 
on the supposition, that there are two equally 
eternal and original principles, God and matter. 
The former they supposed to be the rational, 
thinking principle, and the origin of all good, 


\physical and moral; the latter, the trrational 


principle, and the cause of all evil. Vide s. 46, 
Hi. To the former principle they supposed the 
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rational soul of man belongs, and his body te 
the second; and as his body consists of matter, 
so his soul is a part of the divine nature, and a 
pure effluence from the same. a 

They were too prone, under the influence of | 
these views, to overlook the advantages which 
the human soul derives from its connexion with 
the body—advantages which could not otherwise 
exist, and to regard the body too much as a pn- 
son, in which the soul is impaled. So taught 
the Persians, and most of the oriental philoso- 
phers, [vide Neander’s account of the Gnostic 
Systems ;] so Pythagoras and Plato, especially 
in Timeus; so Aristotle, the stoics, and their 
followers. In conformity with these views, 
Socrates and Plato always gave the advice, 
yapilew 5 ucmoTa Gxd TOV odpatos THY yj. 
They Selieved, however, that after death the 
soul would be reunited with God, after having 
undergone various degrees of cleansing and pu- 
rification from the matter cleaving to it; re- 
specting which, vide s. 150, Il. [This purifi- 
cation was the intent of the transmigration of 
souls (metempsychosis)—a doctrine held in all 
the religions of the East, and in that also of an- 
cient Egypt. The soul, it was supposed, would 
be purified by the sufferings endured in wander- 
ing through uncongenial matter, and be at length 
prepared to merge into the pure fountain from 
which it originally emanated. For some valu- 
able remarks on this, and other religious ideas 
and observances in the Kast, vide Schlegel, 
Philosophie der Geschichte.—Tr. ] 

(3) The account which the holy scriptures 
give of the origin of sin is as follows :—** God 
made man, not only as to his soul, but his body 
also; and both pure and without sin; by a 
daring transgression, however, the nature of 
man is changed, and from being pure and im- 
mortal, has become defective and mortal. \This, 
however, is overruled by God, for our good, by 
means of Jesus Christ, the Restorer of the 
human race.¥ 

[Vote.—The traditions of many of the Ori- 
ental nations correspond remarkably with the 
narrative in Genesis, and confirm its truth. 
This is the case, especially, with the doctrine 
of Zoroaster, which so strikingly agrees with 
that of Moses as to indicate a common source 
in the historic fact of an original temptation and 
fall. According to Zoroaster, the first human 
pair were offered heaven on condition of virtue, 
and of refraining from homage to the Dews—the 
demons of the Persian mythology. For some 
time they complied with these conditions; but 
at length Ahriman (Satan) caused the thought 
to be infused into their minds by a Dew, that he 
was the creator of the world. They believed 
this lie, and so became, like Ahriman, evil and 
unhappy. On one occasion they went out upon 
a hunting excursion, and found a wild goat, and 


STATE INTO WHICH MaN IS BROUGHT BY THE FALL. 


tasted its milk, which was sweet to their taste, 
and reviving, but injurious to their body. The 
Dew then offered them fruit, which they ate, 
and in consequence were still more injured, and 
stripped of their remaining blessings. Vide 
Kleuker, Zend-Avesta, 3 thl. s. 84, ff. Cf. 
Schlegel, Philos. der Geschichte, b. i—Tr.] 


II. Results of independent Reason and Observation. 


If, in investigating the origin and causes of 
this evil, we disregard all authority, even that 
of the holy scriptures, and proceed solely from 
those considerations to which experience con- 
ducts us, we arrive at the following results, 
which are not indeed entirely satisfactory, but 
which yet somewhat illustrate this subject, and 
therefore may be useful to those to whom the 
instruction of the young is committed. 

t may be remarked in general, that the phi- 
losopher, as such, can assign no other ground 
than that man is a limited being, and conse- 
quently can err. The nature of this limitation 
and liability to sin is now to be more closely 
examined. Man has a twofold nature, one part 
of which is rational and moral, (vovs,) by means 
of which he can act with reference to ends, and 
possesses understanding and free-will ; the other 
part of which is sensuous, (sinniich,) and con- 
sists of desires and appetites, (Jvy7.) By the 
former, he belongs to the world of spirit; by the 
latter, to that of sense. He is therefore to be 
regarded as a being compounded of reason and 
sense, (Germ. vernunflig-sinnliches Wesen.) In 
this way, man is distinguished from the brute, 
which has indeed sense, but no rational or moral 
nature. This in man should be the ruling power, 
the other subject to this; and then only is man 
free when he acts independently of the impulses 
of his lower nature, and obeys the voice of the 
moral law, uttered so imperatively within him. 
But in man in his present state we notice a con- 
tinual conflict between these two natures—a 
conflict which cannot be explained away by any 
subtleties. ‘This conflict rests upon the dis- 
tinction between these two dissimilar natures 
in man, and is the immediate result of their 
connexion in human beings, according to their 
present constitution. 

Beyond this, the essential nature of man, the 
mere philosopher cannot go, in his inquiries 
after the causes of sin; and the fact of a parti- 
cular corruption of our nature, or of the invisible 
agency of evil spirits, cannot be resorted to by 
him to account for the existing evil. In short, 
the mere philosopher who is unacquainted with 
what the scriptures have taught on this subject, 
or who will make no use of their instructions, 
cannot proceed from facts, because these are 
either unknown to him, or doubtful and uncer- 
in. Hence the truth of what many of the old 
theologians have said, that the fact of a better 
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state of human nature depends for its proof upon 
the holy scriptures; and that neither that state, 
nor the fall which succeeded it, can be demon- 
strated from mere reason. But we are now ex- 
hibiting those results only te which unassisted 
reason would arrive. 

In noticing the defects and imperfections 
which result from the connexion of these two 
natures in man; the many advantages which 
also spring from it ought not to be overlooked. 
It should be remembered that man could never 
have been what he is, if this constitution were 
different. 
which have their ground in this constitution, 
which may indeed, and actually do, mislead 
him into many faults and errors, but which are 


Many possesses various faculties,’ 


in themselves good, and, when rightly culti- | 


vated and employed, bring him great advantage. 


Such are se/f-love, so deeply implanted in the | 
human breast, (hence the instinct for self-pre- | 


servation and for personal improvement,) the 
love of honour, the tendency to imitate, and others, 
which are in themselves good, and only need to 
be kept under the control of reason, and pro- 
perly directed to the ends for which they were 
given. 

After these remarks, we come now to inquire 
after the more immediate causes, from which 
the prevailing power of sense, and the inability 
of reason to control it, are to be explained. We 
design in this place to give only the result of 
human observation and experience, which will 
be very inadequate to the full explanation of this 
subject. We shall afterwards exhibit the doc- 
trine of the scriptures, and inquire how far it 
agrees with these results. These causes are to 
be found partly in the strength of the feelings 
belonging to human nature, partly in the man- 
ner in which the powers of the human soul de- 
velop themselves, and partly in the external cir- 
cumstances in which this development proceeds. 

(1) The feelings of man are much stronger 
than those ideas of his mind which have their 
foundation in his reason; and the mere philo- 
sopher, who receives no light from revelation, 
cannot tell that this has not always been the 
fact with man. For he cannot conclude with 
any certainty, from his mere reason, that human 
nature was originally in a better state than that 
in which he now finds it; he must take man as 
he finds him, and on the supposition, which he 
has no means of refuting, that he was always 
the same. In general, the end of this constitu- 
tion of our nature would seem to be, to guard 
against insensibility and inactivity. For the 
mere motives of reason would act far too feebly 
and slowly; and except for this influence of the 
feelings, many actions which are useful and ne- 
cessary for our own good and that of others 
would remain undone. And so it is found, that 
men of a cold and phlegmatic temperament, 
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who have tut little feeling and excitability, 
shough they may have good heads and benevo- 
lent hearts, are generally indolent, irresolute, 
and inactive, and accomplish very little. It is 
often the case, indeed, that a man suffers him- 
self to be carried away by his feelings, and re- 
solves and acts without regard to consequences. 
The advantages of this constitution must, how- 
ever, be greater than the disadvantages, because 
it is so established by God. But on this sub- 
ject much may be said, without leading to any 
satisfactory conclusion. This visible énordv- 
nateness of one portion of our nature can hardly 
be made to harmonize with our conceptions of 
the divine attributes. But beyond this the phi- 
losopher as such cannot go. 

/ @) In the earlier years of our life, before we 

‘can rightly use our reason, we have no other 


ee 


/ rule for desiring or avoiding anything than our 
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feelings. And on this account, that they have 
no maturity of reason, children and minors can- 
not be left to themselves, but need to be guided 
and governed by others. We thus become ac- 
customed from our youth up to desire those 
things which excite agreeable sensations in us, 
and to shun those things which have an oppo- 
site effect. Now the kind of agreeable sensa- 
‘tions with which man is earliest acquainted is 
that which arises from the gratification of his 
animal desires. For in the earliest years of his 
life, man, having not yet attained the full use 
of his rational faculties, has no taste for the 
more pure and spiritual joys, which are above 
sense, and which are attendant only on the 
. knowledge of the truth, and holiness of heart 
Nard life. When now, after a long time, and by 
\slow degrees, man has attained to the full use 
nd the maturity of his rational faculties, he has 
for a long time been habituated, even from his 
youth, to will and act according to his feelings 
nd the impulses of sense, without duly consult- 
fing reason, and carefully weighing everything 
by his understanding. This long practice has 
/ produced in him a habit, and it is now hard for 
him to break this habit, and to acquire, in place 
of it, the habit of rational consideration before 
action. Quo semel est imbuta recens servabit 
edorem testa diu. Very true, therefore, is the 
remark of Tacitus (Vita Agricol. c. iii.), \ that 
human weakness is of such a nature, that the 
remedies do not act as efficiently as the dis- 
_| ease.’ 
From these remarks we draw the following 
important inference: that we should endeavour, 
as early as possible, to awaken, cherish, and 
develop the moral sense in the youthful heart. 
And there is no way for us to do this so suc- 
cessfully as by means of religion. Vide Intro- 
duction, s. 2. Itis therefore one of the most 
perverse and injurious maxims to say that young 
thildren should not have religion taught them. 
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The evil effects resulting from this maxim have 
been deeply felt in our age. 

(3) The first knowledge of man is derived 
from his senses; at first, he can acquire infor 
mation in no other way than from sensible ob 
jects. ‘The senses must, in all cases, serve a8 
the vehicle of knowledge; and they are often 
misemployed. Since now, from the nature of 
the case, man must, from his earliest youth, be 
so familiar with visible and sensible objects, it 
is not strange that he should be too little affected 
by the instructions given him respecting objects 
not cognizable by the senses, and especially re- 
specting God, the Invisible; and that he should 
be so indifferent to the motives to love him, and 
from love to obey him. The remark, 1 John, 
iv. 20, ‘he that loveth not his brother, whom 
he hath seen, how can he love God, whom he 
hath not seen,” is therefore psychologically 
true. If we see a man who has no true love 
to his neighbour whom he hath seen, we may 
safely conclude that he has no love for the 
invisible God. Hence we may explain the 
natural coldness of the carnal mind to God, 
and everything which belongs to the moral 
and spiritual world; and hence too we may de- 
rive the duty of opposing this at the very ear- 
liest periods of life; for the longer a man lives, 
the more fixed and habitual does it become, and 
the harder to be removed. 


(4) Man brings with him into the world va .j 
rious powers and faculties ; but, according to the 
plan of God, these can be developed and brought 5_ , 
toa good, end only by instruction and a wise, — 


education. Man does not come into the world 
with any inborn abiis of action, or with any 
thing which answers to the instincts of brutes, 
the place of which must be supplied by instruc- 
tion. But this instruction in religion, morality, 
and other useful things, which is so necessary 
to the proper development of our powers, is en- 
joyed by very few, and somé are wholly desti- 
tute of it. And the instruction given on these 
subjects is often defective, and calculated to 
mislead. It allows men to be satisfied with a 
merely formal worship, in which the heart re- 
mains cold and unimproved; it is generally 
above the capacities of the young, and by taxing 
the memory more than affecting the heart, it 
often produces aversion and disgust. The 
whole moral education, especially in the so 
called higher circles of life, is often extremely 
deficient; so that frequently the rude children 
of nature, left to grow up by themselves, are in 
a better condition than those who have been 
reared in the midst of refinement and cultivas 
tion. At least, they are not so perverted and 
corrupted, although they may be wanting in 
some of the artificial accomplishments which 
the latter possess. 


Evil example, too, has an indescribable effect 
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apon children and youth, and brings them to an 
earlier acquaintance with vice than with virtue. 
It should be remarked that the outbreakings of 
many perverse inclinations and dispositions 
which are perceived in children are the signs 
and the consequences of some endowments of 
human nature in themselves good. The exhi- 
bitions of these dispositions are important hints 
to the teacher and guardian of the young; and 
if he is wise and skilful, may receive such a 
direction from him as will turn them to good 
accouat in the ultimate character of those en- 
trusted to his charge. For example, selfwill 
and obstinacy indicate firmness of character ; 
forwardness and inquisitiveness indicate a cu- 
rious and active mind. 

(5) The social life of man, the gradual in- 
crease of cultivation, refinement, and luxury, 
and the propensity to seek for the pleasures of 
sense, while they are in some respects advan- 
tageous, are the cause of great evil and injury. 
Cf. Rousseau, Sur Pinegalite des hommes. The 
wants of men are greatly multiplied, their sen- 
sual appetites are greatly excited by the con- 
stant presentation of new objects, and their true 
peace and contentment (airapxia) are prevent- 
ed. ‘They thus become continually more pas- 
sionate and insatiable, and more withdrawn 
from invisible and spiritual objects. 

Civilized man has, indeed, more means in his 
power to resist the evils arising from the social 
state; but these means are too little regarded 
and employed. Luxury makes men selfish, 
proud, and hard-hearted, and paves the way to 
other vices; and when se/f, which is so pam- 
pered by luxury, once gets firm possession of 
the heart, morality and virtue are for ever ban- 
ished. The observation of the evils which 
arise from the connexion of men in social life, 
and from the progress of cultivation, suggested 
to many even of the ancient heathen world the 
thought that men were formerly in a better con- 
dition than at a later period. Vides. 56. But 
Philosophy, uninstructed by Revelation, can 
never prove, @ priorz, that a change has taken 
place in human nature, and that it is now differ- 
ent from what it was. At least, the philoso- 
pher can never attain to perfect certainty on this 
subject, and will find many things enigmatical 
and inexplicable. 

Cf. on this subject the works from the differ- 
ent schools. Jerusalem, Betrachtungen tiber 
die Wahrheiten der Religion, b. ii. th. ii. s. 731, 
f.; Junge, Philosophische und Theologische 
Aufsatze, th. ii. s. 297, 367; Steinbart, System 
der Gliickseligkeitslehre, cap. ily ey 2G TER 
Eberhard, Apologie des Socrates ; Tollner, 
Theologische Untersuchungen, ys Sim Pete 
112, f. As, however, in some of these works, 
especially in Steinbart, the depravity of man is 
very inadeqately represented, and the present 


265 


state of man is placed in far too advantageous 
and favourable a light, in contradiction both to 
the Bible and to experience, we refer with plea- 
sure to the views of Michaelis on this subject, 
expressed in his book, «Von der Siinde,” s. 
48—54, and in his « Moral,” th. i. s. 105—130; 
also to Kant, « Ueber das radicale Uebel,” first 
essay in his “Religion innerhalb der Granzen 
der blossen Vernunft ;” and to Morus, «Theol. 
Moral,’ and Reinhard’s « Dogmatik” and ** Moe 
ral.” 

[Cf. on this subject Bretschneider, Dogmatik, 
b. ii. s. 17, s. 120, Ursprung der Siinde; also 
Tholuck, Lehre von der Siinde. Coleridge, 
Aids to Reflection, p. 154—178, especially 158; 
Neander, Allg. Kirchengeschichte, b. i., Abth. 
il. s. 640; Hahn, s. 342, s. 77.—Tr.] 


Ill. Could God have prevented Sin 2 


The question here arises, How can God be 
justified as the author of this constitution? Could 
he not have guarded against moral evil in the 
world? Might he not have constituted human 
nature less weak, and less inclined to err and 
sin? Itis not strange, considering how imper- 
fect is our knowledge of the eternal plan and of 
the universal government of God, that reflecting 
minds should have always been disturbed by 
doubts on this subject, and that they should have 
devised various means of relieving their doubts, 
and of vindicating God, and that, after all, they 
should have been unable, by mere philosophy, 
to attain to satisfaction. A great portion of the 
ancient philosophers endeavoured to relieve 
themselves of this difficulty by supposing two 
eternal principles. Vide No. I. 

In philosophizing on this subject we make 
the following general remarks :— 

(1) It is an established point that to God all 
evil, both physical and moral, as such, must be 
displeasing; and that he seeks to prevent it, 
wherever it may be done. But since there is 
much imperfection, evil, and sin, actually exist- 
ing in the world, we must conclude that God has 
effected and will effect more good by the per- 
mission of sin than could be effected if he had 
not permitted it. ce must have seen that he 
would have prevented the good, if he had not 
permitted the evil.) Vide s. 48, ad finem; and 
s. 71,1. To shew this was the object of Leib- 
nitz in his « Theodicée.” 

(2) We must proceed on the same principles — 
in judging of moral evil and corruption, espe- 
cially among men. Hateful to God as this moral 
evil must have been, and punishable as it is in 
itself, God yet must have seen that by means of 
this constitution of human nature a greater 
amount of good would be accomplished for the 
human race as a whole, and for the world, than 
if he had made man more perfect, had secured 
him against every opportunity to sin, or had 
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hindered his trau.gression by the ¢mmediate ex- 
ercise of his powes. The latter could not take 
place, as God had given to man a moral nature, 
which is placed under the Jaw of freedom alone, 
and to which compulsion and necessity, which 
prevail in the material world, where everything 
proceeds by mechanical laws, cannot be applied. 
But as in every other case, so in this, God 
knows how to overrule evil in such a way that 
higher good shall result from it. Throughout 
the world there is a constant successive develop- 
ment, and a struggle after an advancement and 
improvement of condition; and so itis with man. 
Vide Rom. viii. 20—23. (Sin itself may serve 
for the promotion of good, and may contribute 
to the perfection of man., Through his liability 
to err, he may indeed pursue a retrograde course 
with-regard to virtue and moral perfection; but 
without this liability he could not make ad- 
vancement; and his virtue would cease to have 
any worth, and would no longer deserve the 
name if there were no possibility of wrong. 
Neither morality nor happiness can be con- 
ceived to exist without freedom. So much 
may be said on this subject in the way of phi- 
losophy ; it is, however, far from being satis- 
factory. 


SECTION LXXyV. 


MOSAIC ACCOUNT OF THE SIN OF OUR FIRST 
PARENTS. 


Tue moral depravity of the human race is 
derived everywhere in the New Testament 
from the disobedience of our first parents. This 
universal corruption is denominated by theolo- 
gians, peccatum originatum, or originale, or ori- 
ginis; the first transgression, peccatum origi- 
nans. More frequently, however, is this trans- 
gression denominated Japsus, fall, according to 
the Hebrew usage, where the verba cadendi 
signify to err, to sin, also to become unhappy ; 
as Prov. xxiv. 16, 17; Rev. ii. 5, éxminceww. 
In the same way is Jabz used in Latin instead 
of peccare, errare; and cadere, excidere, to be 
miserable, to lose a thing. Moses in his narrative 
first gives an account of the divine precept, 
that Adam and Eve should not eat of the éree 
of knowledge, &c., Genesis, ii. 15—17; (vide 
s. 52, II. 25;) and then follows the account of 
the transgression itself, Gen. iii. 1, seq. We 
must therefore refer back to what has been 
already remarked, in general, respecting the 
creation of the world and of man; s. 49, 1.3 


and s. 52, II. We now proceed to explain this 
account. ; 


B. Different ways in which this passage has been 
explained. 


The interpreters of this passage were formerly 
divided into two general classes. Some have 
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regarded it as an allegory, and interpreted it 
metaphorically, admitting no real serpent, tree, 
&c. Others consider it as a literal narrative of 
events which actually occurred in the manne. 
here recorded. To these two classes a third 
has been added in modern times, who hold that 
it is merely a didactic fable. With respect to 
the history of these various interpretations, cf. 
Pfaff and Buddeus, in their systems of thec+ 
logy; also Ode, De Angelis, p. 498; M. J. O. 
Thiess, Variarum de cap. ili. Geneseos recte 
explicando specimen J.; Lubece, 1788, 8vo. 
(Cf. Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 345, f.s. 78. Bret- 
schneider, Dogmatik, b. ii. s. 58, s. 125—Tr.] 

(1) The Allegorical interpretations. ‘These 
are very various, and prove by their variety hat 
no certain results can be attained by alleg’ teal 
interpretation. All the explanations of this 
kind are forced and artificial. ‘To suppose an 
allegory in this passage, which is preceded and 
followed by plain and simple history, is alto- 
gether unnatural, and foreign to the spirit of 
these ancient monuments. Nor is any hint or 
key to such an interpretation given us by the 
writer. This mode of interpreting this passage 
was resorted to merely for the sake of avoiding 
certain difficulties, some. of which seem to 
arise from the great simplicity of this narrative, 
(for to the learned interpreter this simplicity 
constitutes an objection,) and others, from the 
great dissimilarity in the manner of thought 
and expression of this narrative from that which 
is found in this cultivated and refined age. 
The interpreters of this passage thought it 
necessary, therefore, to make the writer say 
something of higher import, and more philoso- 
phical, than is contained in the simple words; 
and proceeded with regard to Moses very much 
as the later Grecian interpreters did with regard 
to Homer. 

The first attempts at allegorical interpretation 
are found among the Grecian Jews, and princi- 
pally in Philo, De Opificio Mundi, p. 104, seq. 
ed. Pfeif. He was followed by Origen in this 
general principle of interpretation, though the 
latter gave a different turn to the narrative; and 
Origen was again followed by Ambrose, in his 
book, ‘De Paradiso,” I. Some of their fol- 
lowers understand all the circumstances here 
mentioned allegorically ; others, only some of 
them—e. g., the serpent, and allow the rest tc 
stand as history. It is said by some, that the 
whole is intended to teach, by allegory, how 
unhappy man becomes by the indulgence of 
violent passions, and the evil consequences 
resulting from the prevalence of sense over rea- 
son. ‘To this view of the subject Morus is in- 
clined, p. 99, n. 2. He supposes that by the 
serpent are intended, in general, the external 
inducements to evil by which we are surprised 
and overborne; but that the very things which 
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constituted the original temptation are unknown 
sous. Letec che og seat Lh eva 
(2) Literal interpretations, A large proportion 
of the church fathers, (e. g.) Tustin the Martyr, 
Ireneus, Theophilus of Antioch, Tertullian, 
Augustine, and Theodoret,) and also most of 
the older theologians even in the protestant 
church, were united in the opinion that this 
passage should not be explained as an allegory, 
although they differed among themselves in the 
interpretation of particular expressions. They 
agreed, however, for the most part, in consider- 
ing the serpent as something else than a mere 
natural serpent, as it was regarded by Josephus 
and other Jewish interpreters. Some affirmed 
that the serpent was simply the devi/—an opi- 
nion justly controverted by Vitringa, on account 
of the great difficulties by which it is encom- 
passed. Others, and the greater part of the 
} older Jewish and Christian interpreters, sup- 
| posed that the serpent here spoken of was the 
| instrument which was employed by the evil 
| spirit to seduce mankind. So it is explained 
by Augustine, who was followed in this by 
\ Luther and Calvin; and this, from their time, 
- \ was the prevailing opinion of protestant theolo- 
\gians, until the middle of the eighteenth cen- 
tury. There is, indeed, nothing said in the ori- 
ginal text respecting an evil spirit; but as the 
serpent is here introduced as acting and speak- 
ing after the manner of an intelligent, though 
evil-disposed being, it was thought fair to con- 
clude that an evil being actually spoke through 
the serpent; and so has it been understood even 
among modern critics—e. g., by Michaelis and 
Zacharia. 

This exposition respecting the serpent is in- 
deed ancient; but still we can find no distinct 
traces of it in the books of the Old Testament 
written before the Babylonian exile; and we 
are therefore alike unable to prove or disprove 
that before that period this passage was so 
understood. (To suppose that the serpent in 
this passage was the instrument of an invisible 
being is certainly entirely in the spirit of the 
most ancient people, who imagined that evil and 
good spirits were everywhere active in all the 
evil and good done in the world,) After the 
Babylonian exile, however, we find it expressly 
said by the Jewish teachers, that in the tempta- 
tion an evil being was invisibly active through 
the serpent. ‘This point may therefore be one 
of those (of which we find many relating to the 
doctrine of spirits) which belong to the later 
disclosures of tke prophets. Vide s. 58. In 
the Apocryphal books before Christ we find it 
said that the devil deceived mankind, and 
brought sin and death into the world—e. g., 
Book of Wisdom, i. 13, 14; and especially ii. 
23, 24, (pS0ve SuaBdarov, x. 7. a.) This is con- 
geded on all hands. 
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It is asserted, however, by many learned men, 
that this idea does not occur in the New Testa- 
ment, and they appeal to 2 Cor. xi. 3, where it 
is said that the serpent deceived Eve, and no 
mention is made of the devil ; and also to Rom. 
v. 18, where Paul makes no allusion tu the 
devil, although he is treating of the origin of 
evil. In answer to this it may be said, (a) that 
considering how prevalent this explanation was 
at the time of Christ, and that neither he nor his 
apostles contradicted it, nor said anything in- 
consistent with it, the probability is, that they 
also assented to it. Morus seems to admit this, 
although in so doing he cannot be altogether 
consistent with himself. But (6) it deserves 
also to be considered that there are many allu- 
sions and references in the New Testament, in 
which this interpretation is presupposed, and 
from which it appears that Christ and his apos- 
tles assented to it, and authorized it—e. g., 
John, vili. 44, dvSpaxoxrovos ax’ apyns 3 1 John, 
ili. 8, an’ dpy7s 6 diaBoros dmapraver; also the 
titles in Revelation, dpayav péyas, 6 dois 6 
apyovos, Rev. xil. 9, seq. Trom these texts we 
can see how the text 2 Cor. xi. 3 is to be under- 
stood. The New-Testament writers therefore 
assumed it as a fact, that in some way, not fur- 
ther determined, the devil was concerned in the 
temptation of man. It is not, however, expressly 
said in any one passage that the devil spoke 
through the serpent. é 

The principal advocates of the interpretation 
formerly adopted by theologians, and in opposi- 
tion to the allegorists and to the class of inter- 
preters to be hereafter mentioned, were, among 
the more ancient, Aug. Pfeiffer, Dubia vexata, 
cap. 6; among the more modern, Joh. Balth. 
Liiderwald, Die allegorische Erklarung der drey 
ersten Capitel Mosis, u.s. w. in ihrem Ungrund 
vorgestellt; Helmstadt, 1781, 8vo; also Karl 
Traugott Hifert, Untersuchung der T'rage, 
K6énnte nicht die Mosaische Erzahlung vom 
Fal! buchstablich wahr, und durch den Fall ein 
erbliches Verderben auf die Menschen gekom- 
men seyn? Halle, 1781; especially Storr, De 
Protevangelio; Tubing, 1789, (in his Opus- 
cula, tom. ii. num. 7,) and Képpen, Die Bibel 
u.s. w. th. ii. [To this class the great body of 
American theologians belongs. } 

(3) To the third class belong those interpret- 
ers who consider this narration as a mythus, or 
a truth invested in a poetic form. According to 
this idea, this passage has been interpreted in 
modern times by Eichhorn, in his «¢ Urgesch- 
ichte;”? in such a way, however, that he al- 
lows some things in the account to be histori- 
cal and others allegorical. Such, in some re- 
spects, is also the interpretation of Rosenmuller, 
(Repertor. th. i. s. 160,) who supposes that the 
narrative in Genesis was taken from a hiero- 

| glyphic picture—i. e., transferred from pictoriat 
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representation t9 alphabetic signs. These inter- 
preters have endeavoured to unite the historical 
and the mythical or allegorical interpretations. 
But this is inadmissible. If the mythical inter- 
pretation is adopted, the whole narrative, inall its 
parts, must be considered as a mythus, like what 
other nations had, in order to represent to them- 


_ selves, each in its own way, in a distinct and 


eee 


vivid manner, the first sin of man, and its con- 
sequences. So Eichhorn, Paulus, Gabler, and 
many others. One of two things must be ad- 
mitted; either this narrative throughout must 
se considered as a veritable history of events 
which took place just as here related, (and this 
agrees with the New Testament,) or it is wholly 
a didactic or moral fiction. In both cases the 
interpreter must proceed in the interpretation of 
the particular portions of this account from the 
same principles. It is undoubtedly the fact, 
that Moses, or the writer from whom he took 
this account, (vide s. 49,) understood these ex- 
pressions just as they stand, according to their 
literal meaning ; and that these other ideas which 
are attached to this narrative were ascribed to it 
at a later period, in order to adapt it more to the 
tastes.and feelings of cultivated and speculative 
minds. 

In confirmation of the internal truth and con- 
sistency of this narrative let the following things 
be considered; and they are equally deserving 
of notice, whether this passage be literally or 
historically understood. Conversation with ani- 
mals is something, which to man, in his natural 
condition, and before the refinements of social 
life, is perfectly common, and by no means 
strange and incredible. How often is it the 
case with children, (even with those, too, who 
are somewhat grown up,) that they address 
inanimate things, and still more frequently 
living creatures, imagining what they would 
answer, and then replying to them in tur! 
They will often, too, relate to others the conver- 
sations they have had with the animals around 
them. Hence the fables of Alsop were more 
agreeable and impressive, and less strange and 
startling, even to mature minds, in the ancient 
world than now. Hence, too, the supposition 
which once prevailed even in the heathen world, 
that in the golden age beasts actually spake. 


‘Again; the author understood the speaking of 


‘God, here mentioned, as real, articulate speech, 


perhaps with a voice of thunder. For the idea 
was very prevalent in the ancient world that the 
Deity was, as it were, personally present, and 
appeared to the men of early times in the most 
ree and familiar intercourse; somewhat as the 
gods were supposed by the Greeks to have as- 
sociated with men in the heroic ages. Vide 
s. 54, I. 

This whole representation, however, whether 
it be fact or moral fiction, is entirely conformed 


to the nature of the human soul, and describes 
in a manner perfectly true, the history of the 
temptation and sin of man, as it is witnessed 
every day, through the impression which sensi- 
ble objects make upon him. Here then, by the 
example of our first parents, two things are 
shewn: the way in which sin commonly arises, 
and the way in which it actually first entered 
the world. In this, however, there is a differ- 
ence, that in the case of our first parents they 
had come to maturity without having yet sinned. 
The first sin committed upon earth was one of 
momentous consequences for themselves and 
their posterity. In looking at this transaction, 
we are again impressed with the idea that the 
state of innocence in which our first parents were 
placed was a state of immaturity, of childhood, 
and infantine simplicity; and that they then 
had no very extended knowledge or experience. 
They were deceived in nearly the same way aS 
an innocent and inexperienced child is now de- 
ceived: In this point of view this narrative has 
been very justly apprehended, even by Morus, 
p- 99, n. 1. 

[ Vote.—There is an interesting essay on the 
Mosaic account of the Fall in the Appendix to 
Tholuck’s «* Lehre von der Siinde.”” While he 
contends for the historic fact of the fall, he at the 
same time regards the representation here given 
of this fact as figurative, and finds insuperable 
objections in the way of the literal, and very 
plausible arguments in favour of the moral inter- 
pretation. He gives the following as the moral 
import of the passage: ‘* Man, who, in aecora- 
ance with his destination, enjoyed a holy inno- 
cence, in which he knew no other will than thai 
of God, abandoned this state, became selfish 
(autonomic),and would no longer acknowledge 
the divine law of life as the highest; s. 266, 
of the work above mentioned. The views of the 
German theologians on this subject are very vari- 
ous ; and though often fanciful, sometimes deep- 
ly interesting and profound. It will be suffi- 
cient to refer to some of the more important of 
these, which the ardent student of theology, 
who wishes to overstep the limit of merely tra- 
ditionary ideas, may consult at his leisure. Cf. 
Schleiermacher, Christ. Glaub. b. ii. s. 59. 
Schlegel, Philosophie der Geschichte, b. i. s. 
42,43. Herder, Geist der Ebra. Poesie, b. i 
s. 155. To these we may add the speculations, 
ingenious and exciting, even when unfounded 
and fanciful, of Coleridge. See his « Aids to 
Reflection,” notes, p. 324, 325;-also p. 176, 
177.—Tr. ] 


Il. Particular Expressions and Representations. 


(1) Respecting the divine law, the transgres- 
ston of tt, and the temptation, Genesis, ii. 17, 
coll. ver. 9, and chap. iii. 1—6 For an accouni 
of the name, tree of the knowledge of good and 
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evil, vide s. 52,11. The question is here asked, 
What design had God in view in giving this 
precept? According to the opinion of many 
theologians, this command was given by God 
merely for the sake of putting the virtue of 
Adam and Eve to the test, there being no inju- 
rious quality in the tree itself which should lead 
him to forbid it; and so they suppose that the 
punishment of death threatened and inflicted by 
God had no natural connexion with the eating 
of the forbidden fruit, but depended merely upon 
the divine will. This is supposed by Ernesti, 
Vindicie arbitrii divini, in his « Opusc. Theol.” 
p- 231; and among the ancients, by Theophilus, 
Ad Autolye. 1. ii. c. 35. But against this sup- 
position there are many reasons, both of an in- 
ternal and external nature, which have been 
well exhibited by Michaelis, Von der Siinde, s. 
559. The fact that this forbidden tree is set 
over against the free of life, would lead us to 
think that it was in itself a potsonous tree, and 
in its own nature destructive to man. And to 
this opinion even Morus assents, p. 102, s. 16. 
The writer here designs to shew by what natu- 
ral means the life of man was to have been pro- 
longed, according to the divine appointment, 
in the state of innocence; and this means is 
the tree of life, or life-giving tree; and after- 
wards, by what means death came into the 
world—namely, by a poisonous tree. It is 
against the latter, which bore an alluring, beau- 
tiful fruit, that God warns inexperienced man, 
as a father cautions his child not to taste of a 
pleasant poison which may lie in his way. 
Since man entered his new abode as a stranger, 
it was naturnal that he should receive all neces- 
sary instructions and cautions from the being 
who prepared it for him, and introduced him to 
it. Tasting of the fruit of this tree introduced 
disorder into the human body, which, from that 
time forward, was subject to disease and death. 
In this way is God justified, as every one can 
see, from the charge of being the author of human 
misery ; just as a father is acquitted from blame 
in the misfortune of his children if he had before 
cautioned them against the poison. In this way, 
too, every one can understand why God should 
require obedience from man. The father requires 
obedience of his children, because he knows 
better than they do what is best for them. For 
the same reason should we unconditionally obey 
God. Nor is the explanation now given, by 
which the forbidden fruit is considered in its 
own nature poisonous, a new explanation; it 
is mentioned by Chrysostom, although he re- 
jects it. 

The propriety and consistency of the account 
of the temptation by means of the serpent may 
ve illustrated by the following remarks. The 
serpent was used by almost all the ancient na- 
sions as the symbol of prudence, adroitness, and 
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cunning. Vide Matt. x.16; 2 Cor. xi. 3. Eve 
Sees a serpent upon this forbidden tree, and pro- 
bably eating of its fruits, which to a serpent 
might not be harmful. And it is very natural 
that this should be first observed by the woman, 
that her interest and curiosity should have been 
arrested by the sight, and that, with her greater 
susceptibility to temptation, her desires should 
have been first kindled, and she first seduced 
from obedience. Paul mentions it as worthy 
of notice, that the woman first sinned, 1 Tim. 
il. 14, coll. Sir. xxv. 32, awd yuvaixds dpy7 éuap= 
vias. We may compare with this part of the 
narrative the Grecian mythus of Pandora. As 
to what follows, we very naturally understand 
that Eve reflected upon what she had seen, and 
expressed her thoughts in words :—‘‘ The ser- 
pent is a very lively and knowing animal, and 
yet it eats of the fruit which is forbidden us. 
This fruit cannot, therefore, be so hurtful, and 
the prohibition may not have been meant in 
earnest,’’ &c.—the same fallacies with which 
men still deceive themselves when the objects 
of sense entice and draw them away. The fact 
which she observed, that the serpent ate the 
fruit of the forbidden tree without harm, excited 
the thought which in ver. 4, 5 are represented 
as the words of the serpent, that it was worth 
while to eat of this fruit. It did not seem to 
oceasion death ; and, on the other hand, appeared 
rather te impart health, vigour, and intelligence, 
as was proved from the example of the serpent, 
which remained after eating it well and wise. 
‘‘ Consider me,” the serpent might have seemed 
to her to say, *“*how brisk, sound, and cunning 
Iam,” &c. Now, as she knows of no being 
who surpasses man in wisdom, excepting God 
only, she supposes, in her simplicity, that if she 
became wiser than she then was, she should 
be like God. Meanwhile, the desire after that 
which was forbidden became continually more! 
irresistible. She took of the fruit and ate. The 
man, who, as is common, was weak and pliable 
enough to yield to the solicitation of his wife, 
received the fruit from her and ate with her. 
All this may have been as now stated, even 
on the supposition, so conformed to the spirit 
of the ancient world, and fully authorized in 
the New Testament, that the evil spirit had an 
agency in this transaction This supposition 
can occasion no alteration in the verbal explana- 
tion of this record. Satan can be allowed to be - 
no otherwise concerned in this affair than as in 
stigator and contriver ; somewhat after the man- 
ner of a malicious and crafty man, who might 
secretly injure another, by tempting him, either 
by words or in any other way, to taste of a pol- 
sonous article. Those to whom the real speak- 
ing of the serpent seems strafjee and incredible, 
may understand it as above. : 
Now it was in this transgression of the divine 
Z2 
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law, which made strict abstinence from the for- 
bidden tree binding upon them, that their sin is 
placed; and it is this which the apostle calls 
Kapaxo7, Rom. v.19. The rising desires which 
our first parents felt to eat the fruit were founded 
in their nature, and were not imputed to them 
as sin. Nor is the springing up of involuntary 
desire in the heart of man ever considered in 
scripture as sin; but merely the entertaining, 
cherishing, and accomplishing of this desire. 
Vide James,i.14. The sin of our first parents, 
then, properly consisted in this—that they were 
not implicitly obedient to God, as Paul remarks 
in the passage just cited. This disobedience 
to God is the greatest wrong, and draws after 
itself inevitably the mostinjurious consequences, 
whether it is shewn in greater or smaller in- 
stances. Cf. 1 Sam. xv. 23. They did what 
God had forbidden, under the impression which 
men are accustomed to have in such cases, that 
it was something trifling, and of little import. 
From this first act, there now arose in their 
minds alienation from God, distrust of him, the 
desire of independence of him, &c. They began 
to say, ‘that God had not allowed them to be 
like himself,” &c.—thoughts from which they 
should have shrunk with abhorrence, and ban- 
ished instantly from their hearts. 

(2) The consequences of this transgression are 
- narrated, ver. 7, seq. ‘Fhe author does not give 
such a representation as would lead us to think 
that all piety, virtue, and religion, ceased with 
man immediately upon his first transgression. 
For we see in the sequel, that the knowledge 
and worship of God were perpetuated in the 
family of Adam. We perceive too, that our 
first parents felt repentance and shame after the 
fall, and these feelings are sufficient proof that 
morality and rectitude were not wholly oblite- 
rated by the fall. Some theologians maintain 
that by the fall man lost the image of God, but 
this is denied by others. And both may be true, 
according as the image of God is understood in 
a wider or more narrow sense. ‘The whole dis- 
pute is more respecting words than things. 
Vide s. 53, ad finem, and s. 54. The author 
places the consequences of this transgression 
in the following particulars—viz., 

(a) In the disturbed balance of the powers and 
inclinations of man, and in the preponderance 
which the impulses of sense now obtained over 
reason. For this balance and harmony of powers 
was that which constituted, according to the ac- 
count of Moses, the principal advantage of the 
state of innocence. That this was the conse- 
quence of the first transgression is clearly taught 
by Moses in the expression, « and they knew that 
they were naked,” which may be euphemistically 
expressed as follogys : “They felt the motions 
of sense uncommonly strong, which they were 
no longer able to control as heretofore, but by 
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which they were now governed, whence the 
feeling of shame arose in their minds ;” as is 
still the case with innocent youth, when it first 
begins to have such desires. It is possible that 
this may be considered as also the effect of the 
harmful fruit which had been eaten by them, 
by which their nerves were strongly excited ; 
for there are many poisonous plants by which 
violent excitement is imparted to the nerves, 
and by which great disorder is produced both in 
soul and body—spasmodie affections, stupefac- 
tion, and delirium ; such are belladonna, opium, 
thorn-apple, and hemlock. This supposition 
will at least serve to render the subject more 
intelligible, and to explain how this effect may 
have been propagated from Adam to his poste- 
rity, although it is by no means necessary to 
understand this effect as a physical one; and at 
all events this should not be brought into popu- 
lar instruction, as it is merely conjectural.* 


* The views here expressed respecting the nature 
of the forbidden fruit, and the consequences of eat- 
ing it upon our first parents, are the basis of our au- 
thor’s ideas respecting the natural character of man ; 
they ought therefore to be carefully examined here, 
where they are first introduced. It is easy to see 
how Dr. Knapp’s love of plainness and simplicity of 
interpretation, and his aversion to the metaphysical 
and speculative spirit of his times, should have in- 
clined him to sentiments like those which he has 
here expressed respecting the narrative in Genesis 
Indeed, they may be said to result fairly from adopt 
ing and carrying through the principle of literal in- 
terpretation in application to this passage. To the 
same conclusion substantially were Michaelis and 
Reinhard brought before him, by reasoning on the 
same principles. But we ought to hesitate before 
adopting principles which strip this opening page of 
human history of its chief moral and religious inter- 
est, and substitute transactions so unimportant and 
even trivial. To teach that the forbidden tree was 
one of physical poison ; that on this account mainly, 
and not for the purpose of testing their obedience, 
our first parents were warned against it; that by 
seeing a serpent feed on it with impunity, they 
falsely concluded they might do so; that having thus 
by mistake been led to taste of it, their nerves were 
excited, their passions inflamed, and reason weaken- 
ed; and, lastly, that the propagation of this physical 
disorder is the cause of the universal predominance 
of sense over reason, in short, of human depravity ; 
these are propositions so strange that we must won- 
der how they could have been soberly propounded 
by writers of such eminence. 

To. minds of a particular cast, which had been dis- 
gusted with the assumptions of philosophy, and 
wearied with travelling through its thorny mazes, so 
simple and easy a solution of the mysteries of our 
present condition might naturally furnish repose 
But a just and unperverted critical taste must be of- 
fended with an interpretation so flatly and frigidly 
ad literam as that which is here suggested. 

If this narrative is to retain the least doctrinal in- 
terest, it must be regarded as exhibiting the trial 0 
man as to obedience to the divine will, and the un- 
happy issue of this trial. And if this meaning ba 
extracted from this history, it is not of so much cone 
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(6) The consequences of the first transgres- 
sion are seen in still other evils. Physical evils 
are usually regarded as the consequences of an- 
tecedeut moral faults, and experience shews 
this to be correct, though mistakes are easily 
made in applying this principle to particular 
cases. When man was more perfect, and lived 
in a state of innocence, he bore none of those 
loads which he is now ealled to sustain; he 
was under no necessity of tilling the ground 
with weariness; he lived free from care, needed 
no clothing, &c. Vide s. 56. All this now 
ceased; and the evils which began to appear 
were regarded as the consequences of the fall, 
and as punishments inflicted by the Deity. 
Hence it is related, ver. 8, that God sat in so- 
lemn judgment upon our first parents, and pro- 
nounced their sentence. And this was done in 
a thunder storm, which took place ayn m7b—i. e., 
at eventide, when the cool evening wind began 
to blow at sunset, as it does in the east. This 
term is used in opposition to own 0A, meridies, 
Gen. xviii. 1. Man Acd himself; the natural 
effect of the consciousness of having acted 
wrong; and then comes the trial. All this is 
perfectly natural, and like what we see every 
day in the case of crime and of an evil con- 
science. Men, as here, fear the presence of 
God, and wish to conceal themselves from him, 
although they well know that this is impossi- 
ble. It is hard for them to acknowledge their 
sins, repent of them, and confess them. They 
seek vain excuses, and throw off the guilt from 
themselves to others; Eve upon the serpent, 
and. Adam upon Eve. And indeed, in these 
words—the woman which THOU GAVEST me, 
Adam seems to throw the guilt upon God, as 


sequerice whether it be by an allegorical or literal 
interpretation. But to make this the history of the 
imprudent conduct of Adam and Eve in eating of a 
fruit of whose fatal qualities they had been fore- 
warned, and thus poisoning themselves, is to empty 
jt of its high interest as the account of the birth of 
- sin, and to reduce it to a common-place story, un- 
worthy of its place at the head of the history of man. 
It was well said by Theophilus of Antioch, long ago, 
“that it was not the tree, but the disobedience, which 
had death in itself,’ Contra Autyl. Luther, too, 
who in general followed the literal interpretation, 
says, with regard to this passage, “Adam indeed 
stuck his teeth into the apple; but he set them, too, 
upon a thorn, which was, the law of God and dis- 
obedience against him; and this was the proper 
cause of his misery.” Com. on Gen. ii. 5. 

Some of the remoter consequences of Knapp’s 
view of the transgression of our first parents and its 
influence on their posterity are not less singular than 
the first appearance of his interpretation. If the re- 
sult of the fall to Adam was a physical disorder which 
we inherit from him, then it would seem that, in 
order that man might be restored, a physical cure 
ought first to be effected, and the first step towards 
his recovery should be a medical prescription. But 
of this more hereafter —Tr.] 
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much as to say, ‘hadst not thou given ner to 
me, this evil had not been done.” 

But the most distinct punishment for the 
transgression of the divine law was this—that 
they must die; Gen. ii. 17, coll. iii. 19. In the 
former of these texts the phrase is nn mp (best 
rendered by Symmachus, Svy7ds Yor); in the 
latter, thow shalt return to the carth from «whence 
thow wast taken. In the latter passage, there- 
fore, it can be only mortality which is spoken 
of; and the theological distinction of spir7*ual, 
bodily, and eternal death has no connexion with 
this passage. Some theologians assert even 
that it does not relate to bodily death at ail, but 
only to spiritual and eternal. So Uatovius, 
Seb. Schmidt, Fecht, &c. ‘This mortanty now 
was the consequence of the harmful fruit they 
had eaten, just as their immortality was de- 
scribed as what would be the consequence of 
eating of the tree of life. And as men were 
henceforward to be deprived of immortality, 
they were no more permitted to eat of the tree 
of life, and were therefore removed by God from 
the garden, ver. 22, 24. In the same way that 
their removal from the garden is represented as 
an act of God, are we to understand the direc- 
tion that they should be clothed with the skins of 
beasts, (** Géd made them coats of skins,” as it 
is said, ver. 21)—viz., as an instruction which 
they received directly and immediately from 
God; for it was a common opinion throughout 
the ancient world, that God had directly com- 
municated to men the knowledge of many use- 
ful inventions, 

In the words, ver. 22, «Adam has become 
like one of us, knowing good and evil,” there 
is something ironical, and they refer to ver. 5, 
as much as to say, ** we see now how it is, man 
wished to become wise and like to God, but in 
breaking the commandment of God he acted 
like a fool.” Others render these words, ‘he 
was like one of us, but now is so no more.” 

With respect to the curse pronounced upon 
the serpent, ver. 14, many difficulties are found. 
How can the serpent, which, even supposing it 
the instrument of the devil, was an innocent 
cause of the temptation, have been punished ? 
This certainly does not seem to agree with our 
present ideas of punisiment, and what consti- 
tutes capacity for it. But if we notice the con- 
duct of children, and of rude and uncultivated 
men, we shall find a solution. God deals with 
men more humano, and condescends in his con- 
duct to their limited and infantine comprehen- 
sions. When children are injured by an animal, 
or even by an inanimate thing, they often pro- 
ceed in the same way as they would with one 
like themselves. The sense of the injury which 
they have experienced, and the displeasure 
which they naturally feel, leads them to wish 
for recompence; and they feel a kind of satise 
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faction when the cause of the injury done them, 
even if it be a lifeless object, is in their view 
repaid. To these conzeptions does God here 
condescend, and designs to impress upon the 
minds of our first parents, by this vivid repre- 
sentation, the idea that the tempter in this 
transaction would not go unrewarded, and that 
every tempter must expect to receive from him 
unavoidable and severe punishment. This is 
the doctrine which is taught them in this, so to 
speak, sensible manner. The punishment in- 
flicted upon the invisible agent concerned in 
this temptation could not be made obvious to 
them ; it must therefore be made to fall upon the 
instrument. Enough for them that they could 
derive from the punishment of the serpent this 
doctrine, which, in the state in which they then 
were, could have been in no other way made so 
obvious and impressive. Hence the fear and 
dread of the serpent which is felt by man and 
beast. It is the image of baseness, and cleaves 
to the Ground. 7b eat dust, is a figurative ex- 
pression, denoting to be levelled with the ground, 
laid in the dust, Is. xlix. 23. So, to eat ashes, 
Ps. cii. 10, and the phrase humum ore memordit, 
used by Virgil with respect to one struck dead 
to the earth. Cf. Hom. Odyss. xxii. 269. 

(3) Ver. 15, Iwill put enmity between thee and 
the woman, and between thy seed and her seed ; it 
shall bruise thy head, and thow shalt bruise his 
heel. yy in the first case denotes the posterity 
of the serpent—the serpent race; in the second 
case, either collectively, the posterity of Eve, 
yevyntor yuvarxav, Matt. xi. 11; or one of this 
posterity, a descendant or son of Eve; for in this 
latter sense may yy in the singular be taken, 
according to the Hebrew idiom—e. g., Gen. iv. 
25. Taken in this sense it is referred to the 
Messiah, the second Adam, who even by the 
later Jews was denominated yy, the descendant 
sometimes of Adam and sometimes of Abraham. 
Vide Gal. v. 16, and Wetstein ad. h. 1. These 
words admit of a threefold construction, neither 
of which is inconsistent with, or entirely ex- 
cludes the others, and either of which contains 
instruction for those to whom these words were 
first addressed, and to their posterity. 

(a) If these words are referred to the serpent 
here visible, the sense is, «It is my will that en- 
mity should exist between thee and the woman, 
between thy breed and her descendants—i. e., 
there shall be a constant hatred between the 
human and the Serpent race. Men shall aim at 
thy head, and thou at their heel—i. e., they 
shall seek thy life, and thou shalt seek to injure 
them by thy poisonous bite whenever thou 
canst.” Cf. Zacharia, Bibl. Theol., th. ii. s. 
318, and Repert. iv. 250, f. 

(6) Everything which took place here was 
desioned to give moral instruction to our first 
parents an {his way it was intended to teach 
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them respecting the external occasions and ex 
cilements to sin; and by means of the serpent, 
this lesson was made plain and obvious to theiz 
senses. Hence we have in these words the fol- 
lowing maxim: “ Thou and thy posterity (i. e.. 
all men) will have from henceforward a constant 
warfare against sin to mamtain. The victory 
of man over the tempter and his seductions will 
be difficult and uncertain; they will be in con- 
stant contention with each other, and men will 
net come off uninjured, nor will they remain 
hereafter unseduced, and must always feel the 
injurious consequences of transgression.” 

(c) If yxy in the second case denotes a single 
individual among the descendants of Adam, it 
refers to the Messiah, who has destroyed the 
power of the tempter and of sin, and who has 
also made it possible for all his followers to 
overcome them. Vide 1 John, iii. 8. Our first 
parents could not indeed have understood these 
words as a distinet prophecy respecting the Mes- 
siah, for they were not able at that time to com- 
prehend the idea of a Messiah in all its extent; 
nor is this text ever cited in the New Testament 
as a prophecy respecting Christ. From these 
words, however, they could easily deduce the 
idea, that in this contest the human race might 
and would come off finally victorious. The 
head of the serpent would be bruised for its en- 
tire destruction, and the only revenge it could 
take would be, to bite the heel; it could injure 
less than it would itself be injured. Hence it 
was here, as Paul says respecting the patriarchs, 
Heb. xi. 13, they received the promise from 
God, but saw that which was promised mopfwSer. 
Respecting the manner in which this promise 
should be fulfilled, and the person through whom 
it should be performed, more full revelations 
were gradually given at a later period. So that . 
even although our first parents might not have 
been able to refer this p> to one particular de- 
scendant of Adam, they might yet find in these 
words a consoling promise of God. And for 
this reason we may justly call this passage, as 
it has been called by some of the church fathers, 


_protevangelium, because it contains the first joy- 


ful promise ever given to our race. Vide Storr, 
De Protevangelio; Tubing, 1781. [Hengsten- 
berg, Christologie. Smith, Scripture Testimony 
to the Messiah, vol. i—Tr.] 

Note-—In explaining the history of the fall to 
the people, the teacher should dwell mostly 
upon the internal truth and the practical instruc- 
tion contained in it. In conformity with the 
remark at the latter part of No. I. of this section, 
he must shew, from the example of the proge- 
nitors of our race, not only how sin first entered 
into the world, but also how it is still accus 
tomed to arise. In doing this he can appeal te 
James, i. 13—15, and then illustrate the truth 
by examples, such as daily occur In this way 
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ne may rescue this history from the contempt | actual restitution and partly by punishment. 


sometimes thrown upon it, and teach those en- 
trusted to his care to regard it not as a fable, 
but seriously to reflect upon it in such a manner 
as may be profitable to them. He must treat it 
entirely as fact or history, in the same manner 
as it is treated both in the Old and New Testa- 
ment. Let him by no means initiate his hear- 
ers into all the hypotheses and controversies of 
the learned on this subject, since they are un- 
able to form a judgment respecting them, and 
will be rather confounded than enlightened by 
hearing them recited. And since in the New 
Testament the devil is represented as having an 
agency in this transaction, he must also be so 
represented by the Christian teacher, who, how- 
ever, must not attempt to determine the manner 
in which this agency was exerted, as on this 
point the scripture says nothing. 
[On the general subject of this section ef. the 
authors before referred to, Tholuck, Lehre von 
er Stinde, Appendix, s. 264; Schleirmacher, 
Glaubenslehre, b. ti. s.59; Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 
345, s. 78; Bretschneider, Handbuch, b. ii. s. 
58, s. 125; Herder, Geist der Ebrai. Poesie, b. 
i. Ss. 136, .—Tr.] 


SECTION LXXVI. 


OF THE IMPUTATION OF THE SIN OF OUR FIRST 
PARENTS. 


ir is taught in theology, that the transgres- 
sion of the progenitors of mankind had a two- 
fold influence upon their posterity—viz., a phy- 
sical influence in the propagation of sinful desires 
and moral imperfection, and also a moral influ- 
ence, «#hich is commonly considered as properly 
imputationem peccati Adamitici. ‘These two do 
not necessarily belong together, although ¢mpu- 
fatio and peccatum originale have been often 
connected together by theologians. They may, 
however, be distinguished ; and one may easily 


affirm moral corruption while he denies imputa- } 


tlon, and the reverse. We shall therefore first 
treat of imputation, and then show how, accord- 
ing to the scriptures, the two are united. 

Now, whatever diversity there may exist in 
the opinions of theologians respecting imputa- 
tion when they come to express their own views 
definitely, they will yet, for the most part, agree 
that the phrase, God zmputes the sin of our pro- 
genitors to their posterity, means, that for the sin 
committed by our progenitors God punishes their 
descendants. The term to impute is used in dif- 
ferent senses. (a) It is said of a creditor, who 
charges something to his debtor as debt; like 
avn, and aoyiGouae and é.Aroyéw—e. gy Philem. 
ver. 18. (b).Itis transferred to human judg- 
ment, when any one is punished, or declared 
deserving of punishment. Crime is regarded 
as a debt, which must be cancelled partly by 
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(c) This now is applied to God, who imputes 
sin when he pronounces men guilty, and treats 
them accordingly—i. e., when he actually pu- 
nishes the sin of men, (yy awh, royiCeosar duap- 
tiov, Ps. xxxii. 2.) The one punished is called 
Py xv2, in opposition to one to whom Aprsd avn, 
who is rewarded, Ps. evi. 31; Rom.iv.3. — 

In order to learn what is taught in the theo 
logical schools on this subject, we must pursue 
the historic method, or we shall grope in the 
dark. 

1. Opinions of the Jews. 


The imputation of Adam’s sin is not called 
in the Mosaic narrative, or anywhere in the Old 
Testament, by the name of imputation, although 
the doctrine of imputation is contained in it, as 
we shall soon see. But in the writings of the 
Talmudists, and of the Rabbins, and still earlier 
in the Chaldaic paraphrases on the Old Testa- 
ment, we find it asserted, in so many words, 
that the posterity of Adar were punished with 
bodily death on account of his first sin, although 
they themselves had never sinned. Cf. the 
Chaldaic paraphrase on Ruth, iv. 22, «* Because 
Eve ate of the forbidden fruit, all the inhabitants 
of the earth are subject to death.”’ In this way 
they accounted to themselves for the death of 
the greatest saints, who, as they supposed, had 
never themselves sinned. They taught, also, 
that in the person of Adam the whole multitude 
or mass of his posterity had sinned. Vide the 
Commentators on Rom. y., especially Wetstein 
and Koppe. As early as the time of the apos- 
tles, this doctrine was widely prevalent among 
the Jews. It is clearly taught by Paul, inRom. 
v. 12, 14, and is there placed by him in intimate 
connexion with the more peculiar Christian doe- 
trines. In this passage he has employed ex- 
actly the same expressions which we find among 
the Rabbins. 

How was this doctrine developed and brought 
to such clearness among the Jews? They pro- 
ceeded from the scriptural maxim, that man was 
created immortal, and that the death of Adam 
was a consequence of his transgression. And 
since all the posterity of Adam die, although all 
have not themselves sinned (e. g., children), 
they concluded that these too must endure: this 
evil on account of Adam’s transgression. Cf 
Book of Wisdom, ii. 23, 24. Sirach, xxv. 32, 
and yovaixds Epox) apaprias, xa Se’ adrny arto 
Sv7joxomev navess. Farther than this, which is 
evidently founded in the scriptures, they did not 
go. In order to illustrate this doctrine and ren- 
der it plain, they probably resorted to some 
analogies; sth, for example, as the fact, that 
children must often suffer for the crimes of their 
parents, in which they had no share; and that, 
according to the law of Moses, the iniquity of 
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parents was visited upon the children of the 
third and fourth generation. In what way they 
probably conceived of imputation, and formed 
their conclusions about it, may be seen from the 
remarkable passage, Heb. vii.9, 10. The pa- 
triarch Levi (who, according to the Mosaic law, 
receives the tithes) paid tithes to Melchisedec in 
the person of Abraham—i. e., it is to be consi- 
dered the same as if the Jlevites paid tithes to 
Melchisedec when Abraham paid them, for Levi 
was in the loins of his father Abraham when he 
met Melchisedec—i. e., he already existed in 
Abraham, although he was not yet born, What 
Abraham did is to be considered as if it had 
been done by his descendant; for had he lived 
at that time he would have done the same that 
Abraham then did. 


Il. Opinions of tne New-Testament Writers. 


This doctrine is most clearly taught in Rom. 
y. 12—14, a passage which is very variously ex- 
plained Itisalso briefly exhibited in 1 Cor. xv. 
21, 22. Vide Téllner, Theol. Untersuchungén, 
Theil i. st. 2, s. 56. Modern philosophers and 
theologians have found many things here incon- 
sistent with their philosophical systems. And 
some of them have laboured so hard and long 
upon this passage that they have at lencth ex- 
torted a sense from it, in which nothing of im- 
putation could any longer be discerned ; and this 
is the case with Déderlein in his ** Dogmatik.”’ 
They did not consider, however, that Paul here 
makes use of the same words and phrases which 
were then common among the Jews on the sub- 
ject of imputation, and that he could not there- 
fore have been otherwise understood by his con- 
temporary readers; and that Paul has also 
reasoned in the same way on another subject, 
Heb. vii. 9,10. Cf. No. I. 

Paul shews, in substance, that all men are 
regarded and punished by God as sinners, and 
that the ground of this lies in the act of one 
‘man; as, on the contrary, deliverance from pu- 
nishment depends also upon one man, Jesus 
Christ. Ifthe words of Paul are not perverted, 
it must be allowed, that in Rom. v. 12—14, he 
thus reasons: ‘The cause of the universal mor- 
tality of the human race lies in Adam’s trans- 
gression. He sinned, and so became mortal. 
Other men are regarded and treated by God as 
punishable, beeause they are the posterity of 
Adam, the first transgressor, and consequently 
they too are mortal. Should it now be objected, 
that the men who lived from Adam to Moses 
might themselves have personally sinned, and 
so have been punished with death on their own 
ean might be answered, that those who 
u efore the time of Moses nad no express 
and positive law Which threatened the punish- 
ment of sin, like those who lived after Moses. 
The positive law of Moses was not as yet given 
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they could not, consequently, be punished om 
account of their own transgressions, as no law 
was as yet given to them; ver. 14. Still they 
must die, like Adam, who transgressed a posi- 
tive law. Hence their mortality must have an- 
other cause, and this is to be sought in the im- 
putation of Adam’s transgression. And in the 
same way, the ground of the justification of man 
lies not in himself, but in Christ, the second 
Adam.” _ 

Such is the argument of Paul in this passage. 
But respecting eternal death, or the torments of — 
hell, he here says nothing, and is far from im- 
plying that on account of a sin coma<ted hy 
another man long before their birth, Gou pu- 
nishes men with eternal hell torments. On the 
contrary, he here speaks of bodily death merely, 
as the consequence of the sin of Adam And 
herein the learned Jews agreed with him. And 
in the passage 1 Cor. xv. 21, seq., Paul shews 
that the resurrection to a blessed immortality 
will be the best and highest proof of our entire 
restoration through Jesus Christ, even as bodily 
death is the first and most striking preof of our 
degeneracy through Adam. [On this passage, 
ef. Tholuck, Comm. tib. Rom. v.; Usteri, Ent- 
wickel. d. paulin. Lehrbegriffs; Edwards, Ori- 
ginal Sin, chap. iv. p. 352; Stuart’s Comment- 
ary on Rom. y. and Excursus.—TR. } 


Ill. Hypotheses of Theologians. 


The greatest difficulties with respect to this 
doctrine have arisen from the fact that many 
have treated what is said by Paul in the fifth of 
Romans—a passage wholly popular, and any- 
thing but formally exact and didactic—in a learn 
ed and philosophical manner, and have defined 
terms used by him in a loose and popular way, 
by logical and scholastic distinctions. We do 
not find anywhere among the ancients, in their 
popular discourses, an exact and philosophically 
precise use of terms with respect to the conse- 
quences and the punishment of sin. They fre- 
quently use the word punishment in a wider 
sense, in which it is here and elsewhere em- 
ployed by Paul. He and the Jewish teachers, 
with whom in this particular he agrees, use pu- 
nishment (xaraxpiua,) imputation of sin, &c., in 
the same sense in which it is said respecting 
children, for example, that they are punished on 
account of the crimes of their ancestors, that the 
crimes of their ancestors are imputed to them, 
&c.; although they, in their own persons, had 
no share in the guilt, and could not, therefore, 
in the strictest philose phical and juridical sense, 
be considered as the subjects of imputation and 
punishment. The family of a traitor, whose 
name is disgraced, and whose goods are confis- 
cated, are thus said to be punished on his ac- 
count, Respecting Louis XVI., who was so 


; | unfortunate, and suffered so much in consequences 
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_ of the errcrs of his predecessors Louis XIV. and 
XV., it would be commonly said, without hesi- 
tation, that he endured punishment on their ac- 
count, and had to atone for or expiate their 
crimes. Here, what is merely the consequence 
of the sin of another, is called, from some ana- 
logy between them, the punishment of one who 
has no personal guilt in the matter. Just such 
is the case here. Mortality was to Adam the 
punishment of his sin, strictly speaking. His 
posterity are also mortal, since a mortal cannot 
beget those who are immortal. With them, 
therefore, mortality is the natural consequence 
of Adam’s sin, but not their punishment, in the 
proper juridico-philosophical sense of the word, 
because they themselves had no share in the 
first transgression. Jmputation, therefore, of 
the sin of Adam, in the strict sense of the word 
tmputation, does not exist with regard to us, his 
posterity, since we only suffer the baleful con- 
sequences of the sin of the first man, of which 
we ourselves were not, however, guz/ty, and for 
which we cannot therefore be punished. Speak- 
ing, however, in a loose and popular way, we 
inay call what we endure, punishment and im- 
putation. 

By this observation, many difficulties in other 
passages of scripture are obviated. So when 
Moses says, ‘the iniquity of the father shall be 
visited upon his posterity from generation to 
generation,”’ (cf. Ezek. xviii. 4, 20, coll. Jer. 
Xxx1. 29, 30,) he is to be understood as speak- 
ing in a popular way of the consequences which 
should befal the posterity of the wicked without 
any fault of their own. When, on the other 
hand, it is said, ‘*the son shall not bear the 
iniquity of the father,” it is to be understood as 
a maxim of justice, and to be taken in the literal 
sense. Paul himself says, in other passages, 
that man will be punished solely on his own 
account, Rom. ii. 6, i. 18, seq.; Gal. vi. 5; 
2 Cor. v.10. In these he speaks sensu proprio 
et forenst. He also teaches expressly, that re- 
ward and punishment do not depend upon na- 
tural birth and derivation, Rom. ix. 11; and 
Jesus rejects the opinion suggested by his dis- 
ciples, that the misfortune of the one born blind 
was to be regarded as the imputation of the 
guilt of his parents, John, ix. 2, 3. 

But why is language used in such a manner 
with regard to this subject in the scriptures? 
The principal reason why the word punishment 
is used in this connexion lies in the fact that 
there is, in all the mortal descendants of Adam, 
a preponderance of carnal appetites and pas- 
sions, and that they are invariably seduced by 
these into actual sin, and so become punish- 
able. There is not one upon earth who re- 
mains uncorrupted, and consequently all are 
rendered lisble to punishment. Vide Rom. v. 
12; Ephes ii. 3. God would not treat all men 
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as sinners did they not in this respect resemble 
Adam. 

We find, accordingly, that the passage in 
Rom. v. was never understood in the ancient 
Grecian church, down to the fourth century, to 
teach ¢mputation, in a strictly philosophical and 
judicial sense; certainly Origen and the writers 
immediately succeeding him, exhibit nothing 
of this opinion. They regard bodily death as a 
consequence of the sin of Adam, and not as a 
punishment, in the strict and proper sense «f 
this term. ‘Thus Chrysostom says, upon Ron 
V. 12, 'Execvov mécovros ('Adau), xad of wy oa 
youtes and vov Evaov, yeyovacw && éxevvov SUNTOL. 
And Cyril (Adv. Anthropom. c. 8) says, ov ye- 
yovotes & avrov (Adam), a azo Praptov, PSapror 
YVEYVOVOMEV. 

The Latin church, on the other hand, was the 
proper seat of the strict doctrine of imputation. 
There they began to interpret the words of Paui, 
as if he were a scholastic and logical writer. 
One cause of their misapprehending so entirely 
the spirit of this passage was, that the word zm- 
putare (a word in common use among civilians 
and in judicial affairs) had been employed in the 
Latin versions in rendering ver. 13 of Rom. v.; 
and that ép’ & (ver. 12) had been translated in 
quo, and could refer, as they supposed, to nobody 
but Adam. This opinion was then associated 
with some peculiar philosophical ideas then pre 
valent in the West, and from the whole a doe- 
trine de imputatione was formed, in a sense 
wholly unknown to the Hebrews, to the New 
Testament, and to the Grecian church. We may 
hence see the reason of the fact, that the Gre- 
cian teachers—e. g., those in Palestine—took 
sides with Pelagius against the teachers of the 
African church. a 

The following are the principal theories which 
have been adopted in the Western church, to 
illustrate the mode of imputation, and to vindi- 
cate its justice. 

(1) The oldest hypothesis is that which af- 
firmed that all the posterity of Adam were, in 
the most literal sense, already in him, and sin- 
ned in him—in his person; and that Adam’s sin 
is therefore justly imputed by God to all his pos- 
terity. This hypothesis has its ground in the 
opinion that the souls of children have existed, 
either in reality, or at least-potentially, in their 
parents, and this as far back as Adam; and that 
in this way the souls of all his posterity partici- 
pated in the actions done in his person, although 
they themselves were never after conscious of 
such action. Vides. 57, II. 3. This was the 
doctrine of the Z-aduciani, which Tertullian also 
professed. And it was upon this ground prin- 
cipally that the strict doctrine of imputation was 
maintained in the Latin church; even Ambro- 
sius placed his defence of it upon this basis. 
But this doctrine was argued’ with the greatest 
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zeal by Augustine, in opposition to Pelagius, and 
after his time was generally received in the 
Western church; although Augustine himself 
was often doubtful in respect to Traducianism. 
What Paul had taught in a loose, popular way, 
respecting the imputation of Adam’s sin, was 
now taken by Augustine and his followers in a 
strict, philosophical, and legal sense. Ambro- 
sius says, Omnes in primo homine (é@’ ©) pecca- 
vimus, et culpe successio ab wno in omnes trans- 
fusa est. Augustine says, In Adamo omnes pec- 
carunt, in lumbis Adami erat genus humanum. 
Also, Infantes ab eo trahwnt peccati reatum, mor- 
tisque supplicium. For a full collection of texts 
on this controversy, vide Vossius, Historia Pe- 
,agiana. [Vide Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 80, An- 
merk. 1,2.—Tr.] In form, these declarations 
have an apparent resemblance to the doctrine of 
Paul; but the resemblance is only apparent. 
Augustine understands ina strictly philosophical 
sense what, as we have seen above, was said by 
Paul in a popular manner. 

In opposition to Augustine, Pelagius taught 
that Adam hurt himself alone, and not his pos- 
terity, by his transgression, and that it would be 
unjust for God to impute his guilt to his innocent 
descendants—a doctrine evidently opposed to 
that of Paul. 

As the theory of Augustine rests upon a base- 
less hypothesis, it does not need a formal refuta- 
tion. It was the prevailing theory among the 
schoolmen, and even throughout the sixteenth 
century, and until about the middle of the seven- 
teenth, when it was contested by the French re- 
formed theologians, Joshua Placeeus, and Moses 
Amyraldus, who, however, were violently op- 
posed. In England, too, it was contested by 
Thomas Burnet.. The advocates of this theory 
endeavoured to defend it by means of the theory 
of spermatic animaleulx, which arose about the 
middle of the eighteenth century. When, by 
means of the magnifying glass, these spermatic 
animalcule were observed, the thought occur- 
red that they were the cause of impregnation. 
And some then affirmed that the souls of all men 
were in Adam, had their seat in these invisible 
animalcule, participated in everything which he 
did, and consequently sinned with him. While, 
therefore, the Biblical theologians of the protest- 
ant church have justly held fast the doctrine of 
imputation, they have abandoned the theory of 
Augustine, because this does not accord either 
with teason or with scripture, and because it 
furnishes no adequate vindication for God in this 
procedure, In place of this theory, our theolo- 
gians have substituted others, either invented by 
themselves or adopted from different authorities. 

(2) Many have inferred the justice of imputa- 
tion from the supposition that Adam was not 
only the natural or seminal, bnt also the moral 
head of tne human race, or even its representative 
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and federal head. ‘They suppose, accordingly, 
that the sin of Adam is imputed to us, on the 
same principle on which the doings of the head 
of a family, or of the plenipotentiary of a state, 
are imputed to his family or state, although they 
had no personal agency in his doings. In the 
sathe way, they suppose Christ took the place 
of all men, and that what he did is zmputed to 
them. According to this theory, God entered 
into a league or covenant with Adam, and sc 
Adam represented and took the place of the 
whole human race. This theory was invented 
by some schoolmen, and has been adopted by 
many in the Romish and protestant church since 
the sixteenth century, and was defended even in 
the eighteenth century by some Lutheran theolo- 
gians, as Pfaff of Tubingen, some of the follow- 
ers of Wolf, (e. g., Carpzov, in his ** Comm. de 
Imputatione facti proprii et alieni,”) and Baum- 
garten, in his Dogmatik, and disputation, ‘de 
imputatione peccati Adamitici.”” But it was more 
particularly favoured by the reformed theolo- 
gians, especially by the disciples of Cocceius, at 
the end of the seventeenth and commencement 
of the eighteenth century—e. g., by Witsius, in 
his «*Giconomia federum.” They appeal to 
Hosea, vi. 7, ‘* They transgressed the covenant, 
like Adam’’—i. e., broke the divine Jaws. But 
where is it said that Adam was their federal head, 
and that his transgression is imputed to them? 
On this text Morus justly observes, ‘‘est mera 
comparatio Judeorum peccantium cum Adamo 
peccante.”? Other texts are also cited in behalf 
of this opinion. 

But, for various reasons, this theory cannot be 
correct. And, (a) ‘The descendants of Adam 
never empowered him to be their representative, 
and to actin theirname. (b) It cannot be shewn 
from the Bible that Adam was informed that the 
fate of all his posterity was involved in his own. 
(c) If the transgression of Adam is imputed, by 
right of covenant, to all his posterity, then, in 
justice, all their transgressions should be again 
imputed to him as the guilty cause of all their 
misery and sin. What a mass of guilt, then, 
would come upon Adam! But of all this, no- 
thing is said in the scriptures. (d) The impu- 
tation of the righteousness of @hrist cannot be 
alleged in support of this theory. For this is 
imputed to men only by their own will and 
consent. This hypothesis has been opposed, 
with good reason, by John Taylor, in his work 
on original sin, which will be hereafter noticed. 

(3) Others endeavour to deduce the doctrine 
of imputation from the sezentia media of God, or 
from his foreknowledge of what is conditionally 
possible. The sin of Adam, they ‘say, is im- 
puted to us, because God foresaw that each one 
of us would have committed it if he had been 
in Adam’s stead, or placed in his circum 
stances. Even Augustine says, that the sin o 
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Adam is ‘mputed to us propter consensionem, or 
consensum presumptum. ‘This theory has been 
advanced, in modern times, by Reusch, in his 
Introductio in Theologiam revelatam,” and in 
Branquell’s work, “Die gute Sache Gottes, 
bey Zurechnung des Falls;” Jena, 1749. But 
it is a new sort of justice, which would allow 
us to be punished for sins which we never 
committed, or never designed to commit, but 
only might possibly have committed under cer- 
tain circumstances. Think a moment, how 
many sins we all should have committed if God 
had suffered us to come into circumstances of 
severe temptation. An innocent man might, by 
this rule, be punished as a murderer, because, 
had he lived at Paris on St. Bartholomew’s 
Night in 1572, he might, from mistaken zeal, 
have killed a heretic. 

(4) Since none of these hypotheses satisfac- 
torily explain the matter, the greater part of the 
moderate and Biblical theologians of the pro- 
testant church are content with saying, what is 
manifestly the doctrine of the Bible, that the 
imputation of Adam’s sin consists in the prevail- 
ing mortality of the human race, and that this is 
not to be regarded as imputation in the strict 
judicial sense, but rather as the consequence of 
Adam’s transgression, perhaps, as is thought by 
some, the physical consequence of eating the 
forbidden fruit, which may certainly be inferred 
som Gen. iii. The strict doctrine of immediate 
mputation was by no means universal among 
the protestant theologians of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, and, as is justly remarked by Pfaff, Weis- 
mann, Burnet, and others, was to many of them 
unknown even in name. The common theory, 
de eapite morali_sive faderali is not to be found 
in the symbols. 

Tor the purposes of popular instruction Jet 
therefore the following Biblical statement suf- 
fice: ** Adam, on account of his transgression 
of the divine law, was punished with death, and 
from thenceforward became mortal; and being 
himself mortal, he could beget only mortal de- 
scendants. Vide 1 Cor. xv. 48—50, coll. Gen. 
vy. 3. Hence we and all men are mortal ; and the 
ground of this mortality lies in our progenitors, 
and this mortality is a consequence of their 
transgression.” In conformity with these views, 
let the teacher explain the passage in Rom. v., 
and abstain from all subtleties and learned hy- 
potheses. ar 

Note.—Works on Imputation and Original 
Sin. (1) In opposition to imputation sensu 
strictioriggnd also the doctrine concerning orl- 
ginal ia Of these there have been many 
among the English theologians of the eighteenth 
century. Vide especially Dan. Whitby, De 
imputatione divina peccati Adamitici ; Londini, 
1711; translated into German, with notes, by 
Semler, 1775; John Taylor, Scriptural Doce- 
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trine of Original Sin, in three parts, also transe 
lated into German. At a later period these doc- 
trines were investigated by the protestant di- 
vines and philosophers of Germany, and partly 
opposed—e. g., by Téllner, Theol. Untersuch- 
ungen, st. ii. ib. Rom. v.; Eberhard, Apologie 
des Socrates, th. i. and ii.; Steinbart, System 
der Gliickseligkeitslehre; Jerusalem, Betracht- 
ungen, th. ii. 

2. In defence of these doctrines, and in oppo- 
sition to the works above mentioned. Joh. 
Andr. Cramer, Exercitationes de peccato origi- 
nali adversus Jo. Taylor; Kopenhagen, 1766-67. 
Sixt, Priifung des Systems, u. s. w. st. i. 
(in opposition to Steinbart.) The work enti- 
tled, «« Freymiithige Priifung des Steinbart’shen 
Christenthums” (1792), contains also many 
excellent and just observations. Seiler, Von 
der Erbstinde, oder dem naturlichen Verderben 
—a work directed in general against the ancient 
and modern objections to this doctrine, especially 
those of Eberhard and Steinbart; J. D. Michaelis, 
Gedanken tiber die Lehre der Schrift von der 
Stinde und Genugthuung, Gottingen u. Bremen, 
1779, 8vo, one of the most important works in 
relation to this subject. He lay the doctrine of 
the Bible at the foundation, and then endeavours 
to shew its agreement with reason and experi- 
ence, and to vindicate it against objections. 
This work contains many very excellent and 
ingenious observations. There are also valu- 
able remarks on this subject in Storr’s work, 
«« Zweck des Todes Jesu,” and in his Comment- 
ary on the Epistle to the Hebrews. Cf. Kant, 
Vom radikalen Bésen. In illustration of the 
history of this doctrine, cf. Walch, Historia 
doctrine de peccato originis; Jene, 1738 ; Sem- 
Jer, Geschichte der Glaubenslehre, prefixed to 
Baumgarten’s ‘+ Polemik.” 

(The work of President Edwards «On Ori- 
ginal Sin” deserves mention among the most 
celebrated works of European theologians on 
this subject. Among the later and more tho- 
rough German writers on the subject of impu- 
tation are, Schleiermacher, Usteri, Tholuck, 
Nitzch. The former of these has vindicated 
some of the highest points of Calvinism by the 
most profound reasoning. The others follow 
more or Jess the general system which he has 
developed.—Tr. } 


SECTION LXXVII. 


IN WHAT THE NATURAL DEPRAVITY OF MAN CON 
SISTS } ITS APPELLATIONS IN THE BIBLE ; WHERE 
IT HAS ITS PRINCIPAL SEAT IN MAN; AND HOW 
ITS EXISTENCE MAY BE PROVED FROM THE HOLY 
SCRIPTURES. 


I. In what Natural Depravity consists. 


Tur descriptions given of it by theologians 
are very different as to the words employed. 
2A 
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Melancthon describes the peecatum originis as 
an inclination or disposition to all evil, which, 
however, does not always manifest itself in the 
same way, or in the same degree, and which 
does not appear at once, but gradually, and in 
all men. Others describe it as that disposition 
of the soul by which evil desires have an exist- 
_ ence in it, or rather, spring up whenever occa- 
sion offers, &c. But they all agree, at last, that 
the essence of natural depravity is the disturbed 
balance of the powers or inclinations of man, 
or the preponderance of the carnal desires over 
reason. It lies in the fact, that the lower nature 
of man, made by God to obey, is not submissive 
to the reason, as the power which should give 
law, and govern. ‘The following definition may 
therefore be given of the moral depravity of 
man, in conformity both with experience and 
with scripture: és that tendency to sinful pas- 
sions or unlawful propensities which is perceived 
in man whenever objects of desire are placed before 
him and laws are laid upon him, Rom. vii. This 
want of harmony between the two natures being 
but too clearly perceived, and being justly re- 
garded as an evil fraught with ruinous conse- 
quences to man, it was early maintained among 
the Hebrews and other nations, that it could not 
have existed in the original state of man. We 
see everywhere that men have felt it necessary 
to adopt this supposition. It is, moreover, in 
accordance with the Bible. Vide s. 75, II. 2. 
We have already considered (vide s. 74) how 
far unaided reason can go in clearing up this 
subject; we now come to examine what we are 
taught respecting it by the scriptures. 
Theologians remark here, by way of cau- 
tion, that we must carefully distinguish between 
the essential and accidental deficiencies and im- 
perfections of our nature. Lssential imperfec- 
tions would always have been seen in man, 
owing to the limitation of his nature, even al- 
though he had not fallen. But these imperfec- 
tions would have implied no fault and no de- 
pravity. Depravity in any one presupposes a 
better state, from which he has deteriorated. 
Hence our essential imperfections cannot proper- 
ly be considered as belonging to our natural 
depravity—e. g., man cannot be accounted de- 
praved in consequence of the ignorance in which 
he is born, and the false judgments which spring 
merely from that ignorance, nor for the pleasure 
which he takes in objects of sense, when sim- 
ply considered ; but only for the other class of 
imperfections, those that are contingent. Among 
these may be placed the violence of the pas- 
sions, their obvious preponderance over reason, 
and the hindrances we meet with from this 
source to the knowledge of the truth, and to our 
progress in holiness. This is shewn by the 
example of Eve. She was, even before her fall, 
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in many respects ignorant and inexperienced 
she judged incorrectly respecting God; she fel: 
too the motions of sense; but as yet she was ~ 
uncorrupted. But after she fell she was the 
subject of those other accidental imperfections 
which now constitute human depravity. 


Il. How Depravity is named in the Bible, and where 
it is located in Man. 


(1) The word Sopa is used in scripture to 
designate the entire corrupt constitution of man 
in amoral respect. According to common usage 
it denotes a constitution and state which is not 
as it should be. Vide 2 Pet. ii. 19; Ephes. iv 
93-1 Time vi. 5. 

(2) This depravity (¢30pa) of man exerts a 
powerful influence upon his soul, his under- 
standing, and will. Vide Rom. vi. ‘14—23; 
Ephes. ii. 3. The body is, however, plainly the 
principal seat of the carnal appetites and desires, 
and hence the origin of this depravity is to be 
sought chiefly in the body. Vide Rom. vii. 5, 
23; vi. 12, seq. And all the ancient heathen 
philosophers, who considered the preponderance 
of this lower animal nature as the source of 
human depravity, made the body the principal 
seat of this evil, and in doing so were supported 
by observations familiar to all. 

(a) The ancient Grecian philosophers, Pytha- 
goras, Plato, Aristotle, the stoics, (vide s. 74, 
I.,) considered matter, and the human body as 
consisting of matter, to be the seat and source 
of evil. With these writers, the Hellenistic 
Jews agreed. Vide Book of Wisdom, ix. 15, 
«The decaying body burdens the soul, and the 
earthy tabernacle presses down the thinking 
spirit.” Of the same mind weze most of the 
early Christian fathers—e. g., istin the Mar- 
tyr, Origen, (although some passages in his 
works appear to contradict this,) Hilarius, and 
Augustine himself. This doctrine was carried 
to a great length and very much abused by some 
heretics who sprang up in the Christian church, 
particularly in the East. They regarded matter 
as in itself an evil existence, not deriving its 
being from God, nor depending upon him. So 
the Gnostics and the Manicheans. 

(b) The doctrine that the body of man is the 
chief seat of human weaknesses and imperfec- 
tions, and also the germ of moral evil, was 
widely diffused among the eastern nations in 
the remotest antiquity, and was adopted by the 
writers of the Old Testament, as may be clearly 
seen from their use of the word 3, (odp§.> 
This word signifies originally the human body, 
then, men themselves, but always with the im- 
plied idea that they are frai., imperfect, and 
mortal, or, in a moral respect, that they are in 
clined to err and sin. Vide Gen. vi. 12; viii 
225; Isaiah, xl. 6, coll. Matt. xxvi. 41; John, 
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fil. 6. On the other hand the word my (xvstya) 
denotes what fs spiritual, moral, divine, perfect, 
noly, &c. 

(c) This doctrine, the first traces of which 
we find in the earlier Jewish books, was gra- 
dually developed, and was at last exhibited in 
the New Testament with the greatest clearness. 
Paul places cap§ in opposition to vors or xvetua, 
and depicts the controversy between the two, 
and the hindrances which the odp£ opposes to 
the mveyua in the knowledge of the truth, and 
holiness of walk. Vide Rom. vii. 18, 23. 
With him gpovecy and xepinareiy xara oapxa 
mear tc indulge sinful desires, Rom. viii. 1, 5; 
and SéAyjpa, opdrnua, vors capxds, signify, the 
corrupt, depraved disposition of human nature— 
the propensity to sin, Gal. vi. 13; Ephes. ii. 3. 
Cf. éxSuucar capxixat, bodily, sensual desires, 
1 Peter, ii. 11; also 6 capxixds (avSpazos.) In 
Rom. vi. 6, 16, Paul says that the Christian 
should deprive the cua auaprias of its power, 
and not suffer himself to be subject éxSvpdacs 
osouaros; and in Rom. vii. 18—25, still more 
plainly; he knew, he says, that in him (or rather 
in his body, éy sapxz) the seat of moral good was 
not to be found, (odx oixec ayaSev.) He was 
not, indeed, wanting in good will to live righte- 
ously, but in power to perform his will. He 
often could not accomplish the good which he 
heartily approved from his inmost moral feel- 
ings; and, on the contrary, he often did the evil 
which he disallowed. And thus he knew that 
sin—i. e., a disposition to sin, sinful depravity— 
dweltin him. His spirit (vows, 6 Zow avSpwrtos) 
approved the divine law, and acknowledged it 
good and useful ; but in his members (¢v péacoc— 
i. €., €v owpare) there was another law, the law 
of sin, (diclamen sensuum,) which was opposed 
to the law of God, and which ruled over him. 
Hence he exclaims, ‘“*O miserable man that I 
am, who shall deliver me from this morta! body, 
(cua tov Savaros rovvov.)”? And at last he 
thanks God that through Christ he has granted 
him this deliverance, and that he was no more 
under the necessity of yielding obedience to his 
depraved appetites, although they still conti- 
nued, and often resumed their power. 

The word wyixds, puxixos avSpazos is also 
often used in the scriptures, denoting that one 
does not follow his reason, but is wholly under 
the influence of his bcdily appetites and desires, 
and will give heed only to what he learns 
through his senses, and so despises the instruc- 
tion which God has given respecting spiritual 
things. Thus Jude, ver. 19; for vey and Jun 
often signify the impulses, desires, and pro- 
pensities of our lower nature; and 1 Cor. il, 14, 
where duytxog dvSparos is one who scorns divine 
instruction, and chooses rather sense, darkness, 
and delusion, one who has no organ for what 
3 above sense, and no taste for divine instruc- 
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tice, —wne same with capxixos, 1 Cor? iil. 1 
The ¢nordinate desires, those which are not aa 
they should be, are often called in scripture, by 
way of eminence, émSrla, eSvpiae oapxds, a 
John, ii. 16,—commonly rendered in the Vul- 
gate concupiscentia ; hence this word is adopted 
in ecclesiastical Latinity. Vide Morus, p. 107, 
n. 3, 4. 

(d) From the passages now cited, and from 
the known sense in which the words above men- 
tioned were anciently used, it is plain that those 
writers who make the soul the chief seat and 
original source of corruption very much mistake. 
Into this error Buddeus has fallen, as appears 
from his dissertation, «* De anima sede peccati 
originalis principale ;” Jena, 1725; and in this 
error he is followed by Seiler. Itis equally cer- 
tain, however, that this originally bodily disor- 
der has a powerful influence upon the soul, on 
account of the intimate connexion between these 
two essential parts of man. It acts (a) upon the 
understanding, since by means of it the objects 
of knowledge are placed before the mind in an 
entirely false light, so that the understanding 
holds that which is false for true, what is evil 
for good, and the reverse. () Upon the wll 
and the actions, so that what Has been thus falsee 
ly represented by the senses to the understande 
ing as good and right, is now desired and ac- 
complished. The evil consequences of this are, 
that man prefers apparent to real good, that he 
allows himself to oe more governed by his 
senses than by his understanding, and often 
does that which he himself disapproves, and so 
chooses and acts against his own principles and 
his better views. Vide Rom. vii. 8, 19, 23; Gal. 
v. 17, ‘The desire of the flesh is often opposed 
to the desire of the spirit, so that man is often 
unable to accomplish his good purposes.” The 
soul, as Paul teaches, is so far weak as the ani- 
mal propensities (waSzmaca oapxds) are strong } 
and so feeble that it is the slave of these pro- 
pensities; and although it may have a better 
conviction, is not able to carry it into effect, but 
is so carried away that it must do what itself 
disapproves. And this is the benefit of Christ 
(zapvoua), that he saves us from the power of 
sin, as well as from its punishment. 

Note 1.—Care must be taken here that the 
doctrine of the injury which we sustain from the 
body and the inordinate appetites of which it 
is the seat, be not carried too far, as it has been 
by Less, and other modern theologians. ‘This 
extreme in the doctrine very naturally leads to 
dangerous perversions; and we might expect 
that it would lead many to resort to suée¢de, in 
order to free themselves from the burdensome 
prison of the body. And indeed suicide was 
justified on this ground by the stoics, and other 
ancient philosophers. On this subject it is im- 
portant to bear in mind the great advantages 
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which, as we are taught in the scriptures, we 
pousess from the connexion of the rational soul 
with the body in our present state. Vide s. 74. 
The false idea of the ancient Pythagoreans and 
Platonists that the body is a prison where the 
soul is incarcerated for its punishment, was held 
also by many of the mystics and Platonists 
mong the old Jews and Christians; but it has 
10 foundation in the scriptures. The sacred 
writers never require us, as Grecian philosophers 
ind Christian mystics often do, to eradicate our 
yodily appetites and desires, (which, if it were 
possible, would destroy the very nature of man,) 
out only to control them and subject them to 
teason. Christian morals therefore insists, not 
that man should leave off particular sins, or 
suppress particular outbreakings’ of unlawful 
desire, but that a new turn should be given to 
all the natural desires; and this is the proper 
tendency of Christian morals. It designs to 
oring man from the love of the world to the love 
of God; from an improper self-love to the love 
of others ; from a love to sensible and perishing 
things to a love of spiritual and eternal good. 
Such are the instructions which Christ every- 
where gives. Vide John, ili. 3—21. Itisa false 
assertion that the inculeation of the doctrine of 
the natural propensity to evil has a tendency 
to disecurage men from the pursuit of good; 
when properly exhibited, this doctrine has ex- 
actly the opposite effect, and excites to the vi- 
gorous employment of our powers. The great 
point in this doctrine is, that the man who 
would fulfil his destination must depart from 
evil, and, not content with merely cultivating 
and developing his powers, must experience a 
radical reformation. 

[ Note 2.—Does the depravity of our nature con- 
sést in the inordinateness of owr BODILY desires ? 

From the views exhibited in this section it 
appears that our author adopts the affirmative 
of this question. He sees in man a conflict be- 
tween reason and those lower principles which 
have their seat in the body, and thinks of no ul- 
terior or more radical evil. To such a concep- 
tion of human depravity he is necessarily brought 
by his theory respecting the consequences of the 
fall, making them to consist chiefly in the dis- 
arrangement of our bodily constitution. In be- 
half of these views he appeals, as the reader has 
perceived, to the universal doctrine of pagan 
philosophy on this subject. to the familiar ob- 
servation of the actual inordinateness of the 
bodily appetites and their preponderance over 
reason, but principally to the scriptural phrase- 
ology employed to designate the native charac- 
ter of man, and which, taken in its tirst etymo- 
logical sense, seems to indicate that the body is 
the ultimate cause and principal seat of human 
depravity. 

This part of our author’s system is of such ! 


rHEOLOGY. 


radical importance, and so materially affects the 
views we must entertain of the other doctrines 
of Christianity, and especially of the atonement, 
that it ought not to pass without examination. 
As to the first argument above mentioned, it 
will be readily conceded that this view of our 
natural character and state harmonizes well with 
pagan philosophy. It has a general resemblance 
even to the Indian and Persian religious sys- 
tems, as exhibited by the Schlegels and other 
modern writers on the East. Butit corresponds 
more exactly with the Platonic system, which 
fully recognises the conflict between the rational 
principle, (the royexoy), and the irrational, ani- 
mal principle, (the aaoyov.) And while it re 
sembles these systems, it must be said also that 
it is liable to the same objection which has often 
been urged against them—viz., that in some 
way, by supposing either an eternal intelligent 
principle of evil, or a blind destiny, or some de- 
fective bodily organization, or by some other 
external necessity, they account for the origin 
and prevalence of evil, instead of charging it 
upon the perverted use of the moral powers of 
men. But to all such conceptions of our moral 
condition Christianity stands opposed, espe- 
cially in the doctrine of the atonement, which, 
by is proffer of forgiveness, presupposes, not 
misfortune merely, but guz/?, on the part of man, 
and which, in its whole bearing, aims ata spi- 
citual and not a physical evil. It isin this way 
hat Christianity furnishes a new point of view 
“yr observing the character of man, and discloses 
ne essential nature and deeper root of evil. 
The fact alleged in the second argument— 
v¥z., that there is a visible preponderance of 
yense or of bodily appetites over reason, is also 
readily conceded; but can we conclude from 
this fact that this disorder is to be attributed tc 
the body, and the affections having their seat in 
it? Would not the just balance between the 
higher and lower principles of our nature be 
equally disturbed by altering the weight in 
either scale? If in the original constitution of 
our nature, the lower principles of the animal 
life on one side were balanced on the other by 
the higher principles of our intellectual life, not 
by themselves, but in connexion with a communi- 
cated divine life, of which they are the organ, 
(as we shall attempt to shew,) then the mere 
loss or withdrawment of this divine life would 
be followed of course by a loss of this original 
equipoise, and the undue predominance of the 
lower principles. Thus it can be conceived that 
the inordinateness of the bodily appetites, in 
which human depravity might seem at first view 
to consist, so far from constituting its real es- 
sence, may be only the necessary result of an 
ulterior cause, the defect of the higher princi- 
ples. Indeed, considering the nature of these 
nigher principles, and their rightful supremacy 
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how can their being drawn away and enslaved 
oy principles so inferior and subordinate be ac- 
counted for, except from some defect in the spi- 
ritual part, to say nothing of positively evil in- 
clinations seated there ? 

The argument derived from the use of the 
scriptural terms 73 and odp&, and their syno- 
nymes, is very plausible; and when Paul calls 
the vouos r7¢ capxds also a VOMOS EV TOLS MENECL, 
the question might seem to be decided. Butif 
this is diflicult on one side, it is not less so on 
the other, that pride, envy, and other feelings, 
the most remote from the influence of the body, 
are derived by Paul from odpé, as its immediate 
fruits. Cf. Gal. v. 19—22; Col.ii.18. Other 
reasons against the meaning assigned by our 
author to these scriptural terms will appear in 
the sequel of this note. 

The following development of the scriptural 
doctrine respecting the natural state of man is 
offered for consideration, in the belief that it is 
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points in which these systems differ from the 
Pelagian and Arminian anthropologies. 

In the first place; that principle, state, or dis- 
position of human nature, whatever it may be, 
by which it is designated as corrupt or evil, is 
more usually denominated cap§, one who is in 
this state, cupxixos; the living and acting in it 
are described by the formule, wepirtarecy év capxc, 
xara oapxa O7v, ppoverv,x.t-aA The same state 
is also described, though less commonly, by 
other terms nearly synonymous with these. 

Secondly. The most important clue to the 
meaning of the term cap, upon which so much 
depends, and which is so difficult of interpreta- 
tion, is the fact that zt is placed in constant and 
direct contrast to the term nvevua,—so much so, 
that it seems necessarily to imply a state exactly 
opposite to that denoted by the latter term. The 
opposition between these two principles is point- 
ed out in the following passages—viz., Rom. 
vii. 255 viii. 1, seq.; 1 Cor. ili. 4; Gal. v. 19, 
seq. Hence it is obvious, that in order to attain 
distinct and specific conceptions of the meaning 
of oap&, we must fully understand the import of 
the term zvetua, with which it is contrasted. 
If xvevua denotes merely the intelligent, ration- 
al principle, (the aoyrxov,) then may oapé desig- 
nate merely the irrational, bodily appetites and 
desires, (the daoyov.) But if wvevua have a 
higher import, then to suppose oap§ to be still 
limited, as before, to the designation of merely 
bodily appetites, would be to lose sight of the 
direct and invariable opposition in which these 
terms are placed. er 

Thirdly. It would be a very superficial view 
of the import of veda, and contrary to the 
whole scriptural usage, to understand by it the 
mere intelligence or reason of man; on the con- 
trary it denotes this reason, considered as the or- 
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gan of the higher divine life imparted to man, and 
which is itself more properly the mveia, and 
upon which the sprrrr, as a natural faculty with 
which man is endowed, depends absolutely for 
its exercise. This, it seems to us, is the gene- 
ric idea of the term zveiua, although sometimes 
it denotes more prominently the faculty of the 
mind, and at others, the divine life itself of 
which the mind is the recipient; just as Sdvacos_ 
is used to denote either the natural or the spiri 
tual part of the whole penalty of the law, of 
which it is the generic name, according as the 
one or the other of these is more prominently in 
the mind of the writer. And so the xvevuarixds 
is one who not merely possesses reason and go- 
verns his animal appetites by it, but one who 
partakes of this higher, divine life, who stands 
in living communion with God, receives the su- 
pernatural gifts of his grace, by which the na- 
tural principles of reason are strengthened and 
enabled to maintain the proper mastery over the 
lower principles of sense. Accordingly, odpé 
must indicate that state of man in which he is 
destitute of this higher life, either having lost 
it, or never attained to the possession of it,—in 
which the principles of humanity, both the higher 
and lower, are left to themselves; in short, the 
state in which man is without the Spirit of Goa 
—a state which, from this its privative charac- 
rer, might be appropriately denominated wnre- 
generacy, or wngodliness. And the capxixos is 
one who not merely has inordinate bodily appe- 
tites, and obeys the dictamen senswum, but one 
who does not receive and enjoy the presence of 
the Spirit of God. And so Calvin, in his Comm. 
on John, ii‘. 6, explains cap§ to mean the whole 
natural man, considered as without the new 
birth, or the divine life; and well remarks, *Jn- 
sulsé theologastri ad partem quam vocant sen- 
sualem restringunt.”” 

Fourthly. ‘The correctness of the account 
here given of the import of caps is strikingly 
confirmed by the manner in which its syno- 
nymes are used throughout the New Testament. 
Thus Jvyixds is used (e. g., 1 Cor. ii. 14 and 
Jude, ver. 19) to designate one who has not the 
Spirit, and receives not the things of the Spirit. 
And in Eph. iv. 22, the waaauds dvSpwrtos, corrupt 
according to the deceitful lusts, is opposed to 
the being renewed. And so everywhere the 
destitution of the supernatural grace of God and 
of his life-giving Spirit is the prominent idea in 
these and similar terms. 

Fifthly. But thus far we attain only a nega- 
tive conception on this subject. What positive 
idea, then, shall we form of the state of man 
destitute of the Divine Spirit, and estranged 
from God? An answer to this question will 
bring us upon the highest dividing points be- 
tween the Augustinian and Pelagian anthropo- 
logies; for it was not in the doctrines which 
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came most into discussion during the Pelagian 
controversies that the first and essential differ- 
ences between these systems lay; but in points 
further back, adopted unconsciously by these 
diverging tendencies, according to their differ- 
ent nature, and of which the doctrines in discus- 
sion were only the more remote results. 

According to Pelagius, man was originally, 
ahd is still, endowed by God with all the 
powers and faculties requisite to the ends of his 
being, and it depends only upon himself, in the 
exercise of his free will, to practise all good and 
fulfil his destination. In his system there is 
therefore no necessity for any supernatural in- 
fluences of grace, and scarcely any place for 
them; certainly a destitution of them does not 
necessarily imply the corruption of ngture, since 
without them man is adequate to holiness. But 
according to Augustine it is far otherwise; and 
man stands in an absolute and constant depend- 
ence upon God, as the only source of truth and 
good; the faculties of reason and will with 
which the Creator has endowed us are by no 
means complete in themselves and self-suffi- 
cient to the purposes for which they were 
given, but only organs to receive and reveal the 
higher life communicated from God, to whom 
they are related as the eye to the sun; and this, 
not merely through the contingency of the fall, 
but originally and essentially; so that the loss 
of this imparted divine life must be followed by 
the powerlessness of the higher principles of our 
nature, the predominance of the lower, and so 
the corruption of the whole man. We have 
thus a contrast between a state of grace and of 
nature, between the spiritual and natural man,— 
the former participating in divine life through 
fellowship with God, and consequently superior 
to the baser and lower principles; the latter, 
estranged from this life, and so fallen inta en- 
tire disorder, inability to good, and moral cor- 
ruption. Such is the positive idea of oap§, and 
this is the being in the flesh, or being carnal, so 
often spoken of in the New Testament. 

The views of Edwards, which are exhibited 
so lucidly and even beautifully in hisework on 
“Original Sin,” (p, 330, and especially p. 427, 
seq. Worces. ed.,) correspond entirely with 
those of Augustine. The case with man was 
plainly this: —When God made man at first he 
implanted in him two kinds of principles. There 
was an inferior kind, which may be called natu- 
ral, being the principles of mere human nature ; 
such as Self-love, with those natural appetites 
and passions which belong to the nature of man, 
in which his love to his own liberty, honour, 
and pleasure were exercised : these, when alone, 
and left to themselves, are what the scriptures 
sometimes call flesh. Besides these, there were 
auperior principles, that were spiritual, holy, and 
divine, summarily comprehended in divine love. 
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These principles may, in some sense, be callea 
supernatural, being (however concreated or con- 
nate, yet) such as are above those principles that 
are essentially implied in, or necessarily result- 
ing from, and inseparably connected with, mera 
human nature; and being such as immediately 
depend on man’s union and communion with 
God, or divine communications and influences 
of God’s Spirit. These superior principles 
were given to possess the throne, and maintain 
ah absolute dominion in the heart; the other, to 
be wholly subordinate and subservient. And 
while things continued thus, all things were in 
excellent order, peace, and beautiful harmony, 
and in their proper and perfect state.” Again 
he says: ‘The withholding of special divine 
influence to impart and maintain the good pzin- 
ciples, leaving the common natural principles 
to themselves, without the government of supe- 
rior divine principles, will certainly be followed 
with the corruption, yea, the total corruption of 
the heart. As light ceases in a’room when the 
candle is withdrawn, so man is left in a state 
of darkness, woful corruption and ruin, nothing 
but flesh without spirit, when the Holy Ghost, 
that heavenly inhabitant, forsakes the house. 
The inferior principles, given only to serve, 
being alone, and left to themselves, of cowrse 
become reigning principles ; the immediate con- 
sequence of which is, a turning of all things 
upside down. It were easy to shew, if here 
were room for it, how every depraved disposi- 
tion would naturally arise from this privative 
original.”’ (Abridged.) 

But we may attain to still more definite con- 
ceptions respecting the positive nature of the 
flesh, by considering it in opposition to the 
highest principle and spring of the spiritual 
state. This latter is ascertained by all just rea- 
soning about the nature of holiness, and by the 
first precept of the divine law, to be supreme 
love to God. Hence selfishness is to be regarded 
as constituting the central point of the natural 
unregenerate life. 

It will now be obvious how, in the catalogue 
of the works of the flesh, there should stand such 
feelings as have no conceivable connexion with 
the body, and cannot possibly be derived from 
its influence. 

But it may he asked, why, then, if it is not 
intended to exhibit the influence of the body, 
should the term odp§ and its synonymes be em- 
ployed to designate the natural unrenewed state 
of man? To this question various answers 
might be given. One reason is offered by Ed- 
wards, p. 321 of the work cited above. But 
the reason suggested by Tholuck corresponds 
best with the view which has been given of the 
privative nature of the flesh. As the body is 
dead without the enlivening soul, so the spirit 
of man is powerless and dead without the 
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higher life derived from the Spirit of God. And 
thus the mortal part of our animal nature is 
taken for the designation of our intellectual and 
moral being, as far as it is dead, powerless, and 
corrupt, from its being destitute of its higher 
spiritual life in God. 

This view of human depravity, in opposition 
to that which makes it consist in the inordinate- 
ness of bodily appetites, derives its principal in- 
terest and importance from its bearing on the 
other doctrines of religion, and especially on the 
doctrine of atonement. As was hinted in a pre- 
vious note, if the depravity of man results from 
any physical disarrangement, then the remedy, 
in order to meet the exact point of the disease, 
and to reach its real source, ought to be applied 
to the physical, instead of the moral, nature of 
man. It is only on the supposition that selfish- 
ness is the root of evil, and the central principle 
of our natural life, and that man is dependent 
for holiness and happiness upon an imparted 
life, higher than that of reason, that the pro- 
visions of the atonement have any signifi- 
cance.—Tr. ] 


III. How Native Depravity may be proved from 
the Bible. 


(1) In doing this, we should not employ, 
without selection, all those texts which speak 
of the moral depravity of man in general, or of 
that of particular men or nations; for in many 
of these passages the sins and vices actually 
committed by men are the subjects of discourse, 
and not the disposition to sin inherent in man- 
kind. It was the intention of the sacred writers, 
in some of the examples which they have given 
us of heinous transgressors, to shew to what sin 
leads, by what terrible consequences it is fol- 
lowed, in order to deter men from committing 
it, and not to teach that all men are the same, 
or have actually sunk to the same depth of vile- 
ness, although by reason of their inherent de- 
pravity they might all sink to the same depth. 
Among texts of this nature we may mention 
Psalm xiv. 3, seq., where the declaration, there 
is none that doeth good, &c., relates to the god- 
less persons mentioned ver. 1. And so Paul, 
Rom. iii. 10, proves from this passage that there 
were formerly among the Israelites very wicked 
men. And Job (chap. xiv. 4) alludes princi- 
pally to those actual transgressions by which 
men are brought into that state in which none 
can be guiltless in the sight of God. In Rom. 
iii. 9, seq., the apostle shews that the Jewish 
nation had no advantage over others in point of 
holiness or moral purity, and that there had al- 
ways been in it corrupt and vicious men. Nor 
can the text, Ps. li. 7, be cited in behalf of this 
doctrine. ‘The mention of natural depravity does 
not harmonize with the context, and the phrase 
t) be born in or with sin (i. e., to bring sin into 
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the world with one) relates, as is evident from 
John, ix. 34, not to native depravity, which all 
have, but to the fact that he had not sinned for 
the first time in the particular crime of which he 
had then been guilty, but from his youth up had 
been a great sinner; for such is frequently the 
meaning of the term wan. Cf. Job, xxxi. 18; 
Ps, lviii. 4. It may also be said here that David 
does not make an universal affirmation, but only 
speaks of himself, designing to describe himself 
as a great sinner. 

(2) The proof that the doctrine of natural de- 
pravity and its propagation is founded in the 
holy scriptures, is rather to be made out from 
the comparison of many texts taken together, or 
viewed in their connexion. The doctrine itself 
is undoubtedly, scriptural, although the Biblical 
writers did not always express themselves re- 
specting it with equal clearness and distinct- 
ness, and did not adopt ali the consequences 
which have been’ since drawn from it by many 
from its connexion with other doctrines. The . 
Bible speaks, as Musaus and Morus justly ob- 
serve, far more frequently in the concrete than in 
the abstract, respecting the sinful corruption of 
man; and in this respect it should be imitated 
by preachers in their popular instruction. Men 
will readily concede the general proposition, 
esse perditam naturam htmanam ; but they are 
unwilling that this proposition should be ap- 
plied to themselves; while yet the effect of the 
personal self-application of this doctrine is most 
salutary to every individual. ‘The scriptures 
teach us how to bring this doctrine home to 
every heart. 

The course of thought on this subject which 
the Hebrews followed, and which was gradually 
developed and transmitted to Christians, is as 
follows:—God created everything, and conse- 
quently the material from which the sensible 
world has originated, and from which he formed 
the human body. All this was good and per- 
fect in its kind—i. e., adapted to the attainment 
of its end or destination; Gen. i. The body of 
man was sustained by the tree of life, and happy 
and peaceful was his condition in the state of 
innocence. This Mosaic narrative is at the 
foundation of the whole. Men ate of the for- 
bidden tree of poison; its taste brought sickness 
and death upon them, weakened their body, and 
destroyed its harmony. Violent passions now 
arose within them, and the just balance of the 
human powers and inclinations was destroyed, 
and sense obtained predominance over reason. 
Vide s. 75. All this is indeed spoken in Gen. 
ii. and iii. only respecting Adam and Eve, and 
nothing is there expressly said of the propaga- 
tion of this evil. But their posterity died after 
the same manner, and experienced the same 
predominance ot sense and inclination to sin, 
from their youth up. Kespecting the race. of 
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man sprung from Adam before the flood, ‘the 
scripture saith, Gen. vi. 5, Their wickedness 
was great, and every imagination of the thoughts 
of their heart (139 n3vinn 731-93, all the thoughts, 
desires, resolves, arising within them, and car- 
ried out into action;—3), nature, consiztution, 
Ps. ciii. 14, [rather, frame, whatever is made by 
an artificer, and so here the whole doing or ope- 
ration of the heart,]) was daily nothing but evil. 
Nor did any change take place in those who 
lived after the flood; but men were found to be 
the same as before, and so God repeated the 
same declaration respecting thera, Gen. viil. 22. 
And the constant experience of later times con- 
firmed the same truth. It was therefore justly 
concluded that this evil is transmitted from ge- 
neration to generation, and is the common here- 
ditary disease of the human race; especially as 
this evil was seen to exist very early in all men, 
even from their youth (y23n), and so could not 
have arisen merely from defect in education or 
the influence of bad example. All the imper- 
fections, therefore, which were understood by 
the Jews under the terms wa and oap§ (viz., 
mortality, the predominance of sense, the bias 
to sin, &c.) were universally regarded by them 
as the melancholy consequences of the fall of 
the first man. Vide No. 1.3. In this, there- 
fore, lay the germ of all ‘the evil and moral cor- 
ruption among men. It is obviously to these 
fundamental ideas that all the prophets refer 
back, when they speak of the sin and corruption 
so prevalent among men. And itis the same 
with the later Jewish writers after the Babylo- 
nian exile until the time of Christ—e. g., the 
writers of the Apocrypha. And so we find 
many traces of this in the old Jewish transla- 
tions of the Hebrew scriptures; in the Chaldaic 
Paraphrases, and in the Septuagint Version—e. 
g-, in Job, xiv. 4, where it is said, none zs pure, 
the Septuagint adds, even althowgh he should live 
but for a single day upon the earth. 

On the same general views do Christ and the 
apostles proceed; and Paul especially teaches 
this doctrine plainly and expressly, and im- 
proves it in order to set forth more conspicu- 
ously the high worth of Christianity, as that 
system in which more efficacious and sure re- 
medies against this evil were provided than the 
Jewish or any other religion ever possessed. In 
this way does he humble the pride of man, and 
describe the disorder of the soul in that cele- 
brated passage before cited, Rom. vii. 14, seq. 
He calls this innate evil, ver. 17, 2 OLx0vsG Ev 
éwoo GamaptTua, Ver. 23, Evepos VOLLOS ép TOUS Ménreoe 
prov, ver. 25, vo“os duaprias. 

In the text Eph. ii. 3, the term gvacs is vari- 
ously explained. The exolanation of Morus, 
that it denotes the state of one who follows his 

sensual desires, as all men are naturally prone 
to do, is just, on account of the antithesis in ver, 
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5,10. tous properly signifies (a) origin, birth, 
from ota, nascor; so in Gal. ii. 15, voz ‘Lov- 
datos, Jews by birth, native Jews ; and so too in 
the classics. (b) Itis also used both by the 
Jews and classics to denote the original, inborn. 
and peculiar properties, attributes, nature of a 
thing or person, the naturalis indoles or affectio ; 
as Rom. xi. 21, 24, where the sense is, ‘‘even 
we who are born Jews, are, aS to our nature— 
i. e., that natural disposition which we have 
exhibited from our youth up—equally deserving 
of punishment with other men,—i. e., native 
heathen; for all, Jews and Gentiles alike, are 
born with a dangerous predominance of sense, 
and deserving of the punishment of all the sons 
of Adam—viz., death.” 

After these texts, the passage, John, iii. 6, is 
easily explained: what is born of the flesh is 
flesh—i. e., from men who are weak, erring, 
and sinful, men of the same character are born. 
No one attains, therefore, by his mere birth, 
(e. g, as a Jew,) to any peculiar privileges from 
God; these he attains only by being born again, 
by becoming a regenerate man, morally changed. 
On principles like these do the sacred writers 
always proceed when they teach that all men, 
without exception, are sinners; John, ili. 63 
Rom. iii. 9, 19. 


SECTION LXXVIII. 


OF THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF THIS COR- 
RUPTION 5 ITS PROPAGATION 3 ITS PUNISHABLE 
NESS; ALSO OF THE ORIGIN OF SINFUL DESIRES 
AMONG MEN, AND THEIR PUNISHABLENESS. 


1. Nature of Human Depravity. 


(1) Iv is universal. This implies, (a) that 
no man is wholly exempt from it, however dif- 
ferent may be the degrees and modifications in 
which it may exist. The universality of human 
depravity is proved, partly from the experience 
of all men and ages (vide s. 74), partly from 
the testimony of the holy scriptures. Many 
texts, indeed, treat of the sinful actions and 
moral corruption of men of mature life;, but we 
are taught by the Bible to look for the first 
ground even of these in that human depravity 
or bias to sin without which sin itself would 
never have prevailed so universally; s. 77, IIL. 
ad finem. 

The texts commonly referred to on this sub- 
ject are, Job, xiv. 4, (who can find a pure man? 
none is unspotted,) Rom. iii. 23, where Paul 
says, in order to humble the pride of the Jews, 
that they were no better than the heathen, and 
were, as well as they, dorepovrres. rs S0éns @cod- 
also Rom. v. 12—21; Eph. ii. 3; John, iii. 6. 
No sooner does man begin to exercise his rea- 
Son, and to distinguish between good and evil, 
than this bias to sin shews itself in Lim. Whilo 
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he m .st acknowledge the Jaw as good and obli- 
gatory, he feels within himself a resistance to 
it—an inclination to do that which is opposed 
to it, and forbidden by it. Indeed, he is borne 
away with such power by his lower appetites 
and passions, that he often does that which he 
himself knows to be injurious, and neglects that 
which he knows to be salutary. Rom, vii. 8; 
Eph. ii. 3; Gal. v. 17. Thus it is with all 
mien; and each individual must confess that the 
Bible truly describes his own history and ex- 
perience. Hence this evil is universal. 

The universality of this corruption implies, 
(5) that it can never be entirely eradicated, even 
with the most sincere endeavours of the pious; 
that although, through divine assistance, an end 
may be put to the dominion of sin, and its out- 
breakings may be prevented, yet the root and 
germ of evil will remain, and cease only with 
death, or the laying aside of the body, in which 
this sinful corruption has its principal seat. 
Vide’ Rom. vi. 12; vil. 1'7, 24; Gal. v..16, 17; 
1 John, i. 8. Every one, therefore, who has 
been freed from the dominion of sin, has still to 
contend against this propensity to sin, lest he 
should again fall under its dominion. Rom. 
vill. 13; vi. 12, seq. These remnants of de- 
pravity which are found even in the best men, 
make their holiness and virtue very imperfect ; 
and the feeling that they are sinners continually 
humbles them before God. The truly pious 
man will never therefore glory in his holiness, 
or be proud of his virtue, because he well knows 
that it is imperfect. This is evident from every 
page of the scriptures. 

(2) It is natural and innate, (naturalis et 
congenita sive insita vitiositas sive depravatio.) 
The term natural is taken from Eph. ii. 3, pvoee 
vixva dpyys. Vide s. 77, III. 1. Tertullian 
seems to be the first among the church fathers 
who used the term naturalis. Vides. 79, No. 
4. The use of this term, if it be rightly ex- 
plained, is unobjectionable. If natural be un- 
derstood in the sense of essential, it conveys a 
false idea, and is the same as to say, that this 
depravity is an essential part of man, that man 
could not exist as man without it. Matt. Fla- 
cius of Jena, in the sixteenth century, contended, 
in his controversies with Victor Strigelius about 
Synergism, that peccatum originale esse non acci- 
dens, sed I1PSAM SUBSTANTIAM hominis. But he 
asserted this merely from ignorance of scholas- 
uc phraseology. He meant only to maintain 
the entire corruption of man, and his incapacity 
to all good. And although the authors of the 
Formula of Concord (Art. 1.) nominaily oppose 
Flacianism, they maintain the same doctrine in 
other words: peccatum originale cum natura et 
substantia hominis intime conjunctum esse el com- 


mixtum. , ; 
The term natural is rather used in this doc- 
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trine in opposition to what is acquired, or first 
produced and occasioned by external cireum- 
stances and causes, It denotes that for which 
there is a foundation in man himself, although 
it may be an accident, and may not belong es- 
sentially to his nature. In the same sense we 
say, for example, that such a man possesses na- 
tural sagacity, that a disease is natural to an- 
other, that he is by nature a poet, &c., because 
the qualities here spoken of are not the result of 
diligence, practice, or any external cireum- 
stances. In the same way this depravity is 
called natural, because it has its ground in man, 
and is not in the first place acquired; or, still 
more plainly, because it does not first come to 
man from without, through instruction or the 
mere imitation of bad examples. 

As the term natural, however, is ambiguous, 
and liable to misconception, some prefer the 
designation innate, (congenitum or insitum)—a 
term which, as well as the other, is scriptural 
The word congenttus is used by the elder Pliny 
in the sense of znnate, and as opposed acquisito 
sive aliunde illa(o, and is in substance the same 
as natural. So Cicero (Orat. pro domo, c. 5,) 
places nativum malwm in opposition to that 
which is aliwnde allato. And it is with justice 
that a quality, which has its origin at the same 


time with man, which is found in him from his 


earliest youth, and can be wholly eradicated by 
no effort, is denominated natural, (joan, applied 
to the good, Job, xxxi. 18; to the wicked, Ps. 
lviii. 4, denoting anything which is deep-rooted, 
and shews itself early in men.) In this sense 
we speak at the present day of innate or heredi- 
tary faults, virtues, excellences, both in men 
and beasts—e. g., of cunning, pride, magnani- 
mity, &c. So Kant speaks of rapikate Bose ; 
and Sosipater, according to the testimony of 
Stobzus, wrote in one of his letters, évvoee dé, 
os OVMpPvTOY TO Gmapravey arvSparos. 

(3) It is hereditary. That this evil is trans- 
mitted from parents to children follows partly 
from its universality, and partly from its entire 
sameness in all men. As it was in the parents, 
so it is in the children, although it shews itself 
in different degrees, according to the difference 
in the organization, the temperament, and the 
external circumstances and relations in which 
they live. In the same way we judge that cer- 
tain faults, talents, and virtues, are inherited by 
children, when we see a resemblance between. 
them and their parents in these respects. The 
doctrine that this depravity is propagated among 
men from parents to children, and on this very 
account is universal, is clearly taught in the 
holy scriptures, as Rom. v. 12, seq.; John, iii. 
6, and other texts. Vides. 77, HI. 2. 

Note-—Human depravity does not, however, 
consist in definite inclinations directed to parte 
cular objects, but rather in a general disposition 
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to inordinate and violent passions, which shews 
itself now with regard to one object, and again 
with regard to another, according to the differ- 
ence of organization, of temperament, and of 
external circumstances; but in all cases, what- 
ever may be the object of the passion, in such a 
way that reason and conscience avail but little 
against passion, or far less than they should. 


{I. The manner in which Natural Depravity vs 
propagated. 


(1) From what has been already said, it is 
plain that a physical propagation of human de- 
pravity is affirmed in the scriptures, and it is in 
this that what theologians call original sin 
(Erbsiinde) principally consists. This may be 
proved from the following principles, which are 
undeniably taught in the Bible: (a) that human 
nature was unquestionably more perfect and 
better formerly than it is at present; (4) that 
our progenitors were corrupted, and as it were 
poisoned, by the fall; (c) that the principal seat 
of this depravity is to be found in the body, s. 
77, 11. Children derive their bodies from their 
parents, and so back to the first human pair. 
The attributes which belonged to the bodies of 
our first parents after the fall, their excellences 
as well as imperfections, belong also to their 
posterity, and so are inherited by children from 
their parents. Parents could not beget children 
better or more perfect than they themselves 
were. Vide 1 Cor. xv. 48, 49. After the fall 
they had 6apxa, OF Cama amapt vas and Savarov, 
and consequently their posterity, begotten and 
born after the fall, possessed the same. John, 
iii. 6, 7o yeyevynvivoy &x capxos caps (capxexds) 
ote. 

This is illustrated from the analogy of certain 
diseases of mind and body, which are often pro- 
pagated through whole generations. It is a 
matter of experience, that some qualities, intel- 
lectual and corporeal, are propagated from pa- 
rents to their offspring, although it is not the 
case with al]. The propagation of moral de- 
pravity is not, therefore, contrary to what is 
known from experience, but rather in perfect 
consistency with it, and this is enough. 

Closely connected with this is the New-Tes- 
tament doctrine, that the man Jesus Christ was 
not produced in the common course of nature, 
like other men, but in an extraordinary manner, 
by the immediate agency of God. Luke, i. 34; 
Matt. i. 16—20, 25. It was necessary for him 
to be without sin or depravity, (Heb. iv. 153) 
viliositatis expers, and like the first man in his 
state of innocence, in order to restore the happi- 
ness which was squandered by him; hence he 
is called 6 Sedrspos aVSpertos, 6 Eoyaros "Addu, 1 
Cor. xv. 45, 473 also, 6 Vide coo GvSpaztov, the 
great Son of Adam, or of man. 

It was qn this account that, in the twelfth 
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century, some teachers in France, and Ansel. 
mus of Canterbury, in England, maintained the 
wnspotted conception of the mother of Jesus. To 
this opinion Scotus acceded, and after him his 
adherents, the entire body of the Franciscans, 
and, at a later period, the Jesuits. But they 
were opposed’ by Thomas Aquinas and his fol- 
lowers, and by all the Dominicans. On this 
point there was a violent dispute in the Romisb 
church from the fifteenth to the seventeenth cen- 
turies, and the popes decided nothing respecting 
it. This doctrine is wholly unsupported by the 
holy scriptures. | 

When all which has now been said is taken 
in connexion, it plainly appears that the doctrine 
of the physical propagation of depravity fully 
agrees with the other scriptural ideas. Any one, 
therefore, who receives these representations re- 
specting the original and more perfect state of 
man, respecting the sin and fall of Adam, &c., 
as true, and founded in the scriptures, proceeds 
inconsistently when he denies the consequences 
which flow from them, as many modern theolo- 
gians do. 

In the times of the church fathers, during the 
third and fourth centuries, this doctrine of the 
physical propagation of human corruption was 
often vindicated and illustrated by the doctrine 
respecting the propagation of the soul per fra- 
ducem; (vide s. 57, II., and s. 79, No. 23) but of 
this there is nothing said in the Bible. The 
manner in which this disposition is propagated 
can be explained neither psychologically nor ana- 
tomically. The psychologist does not know the 
soul as it is 7m zfse/f, but only a part of its exer- 
cises. In like manner the interior of our corpo- 
real structure is a mystery impenetrable by our 
senses. Into the inmost secrets of nature, whe- 
ther corporeal or spiritual, no created spirit can 
pry. We cannot therefore either understand or 
describe this disposition, which is so injurious to 
morality, or its propagation, as they are in them- 
selves, but only according to the appearances 
and effects which they exhibit in the gradual 
development of man. 

Note.—The universality of depravity (auap- 
tia) and of death (Savaros) depends, according 
to the Bible, upon the derivation of all men from 
one progenitor or father. Hence sin and death 
are always derived from dam, Rom. v. 14; 1 
Cor. xv. 22; and not from ve, although she, 
according to Paul himself, (1 Tim. ii. 14,) first 
sinned. If £ve only had sinned, she would have 
removed her depravity from the world when she 
died; and sin would not through her have come 
into the world in such a way that sin, and death 
through sin, should pass upon all men. Hence 
Jesus, when it was necessary that he, as a man, 
should be without sin, was born of a human mo-« 


ther, but not begotten by a human father. Vide 
Num. I. 
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(2) There is also a moral propagation of this 
depravity. In this are included, 

(4) The imputation of the sin of Adam, of 
which we have treated, both doctrinally and his- 
torically, ins. 76. By this is understood the 
universal mortality of man asa consequence of 
the sin of our progenitors. 

(b) The propagation of depravity through the 
imitation of bad examples. The bias to’ evil 
which lies in the human heart is in no way more 
excited and strengthened than by bad examples, 
which very soon obtain approbation and are imi- 
tated, whether the individual may have seen 
them himself, or have heard of them from others, 
or have read respecting them in books. The 
influence exerted by this cause upon man in the 
formation of his character is so indescribably 
great, that many ancient writers regarded it as 
the only cause of the propagation of human de- 
pravity, and either wholly denied or, at least in 
a great measure, doubted the doctrine of its phy- 
sical propagation. ‘They hence supposed that 
this evil could be either wholly removed, or at 
least much diminished, by means of a good edu- 
cation, and that the propensity to imitation could 
receive such a direction that the good only should 
be imitated, while the evil should be shunned. 
So thought Pelagius, (vides. 79, No. 3,) and at 
a later period the Socinians and many Arminians. 
This opinion has found advocates also among 
some modern protestant theologians—e. g., 
Steinbart, System, s. 105, f.; Eberhard, Apolo- 
gie, ii. 339, f.; Jerusalem, Betrachtungen, th. ii. 
b. ii. s. 683, f. 

That example and edueation contribute much 
to the moral improvement or corruption of man 
cannot be doubted; but it is equally true, and 
conformed to experience, that example and edu- 
cation are far from being the only and sufficient 
cause of the prevailing wickedness, and that 
with the best education man becomes bad much 
easier than good, with all the pains taken to 
make him so. Of this the cause lies in the 
undue predominance of the animal appetites. 
This accounts for it, that the bias to evil is so 
much stronger and more active than the bias to 
good. Were it otherwise, it would be unneces- 
sary to contend so strenuously against evil, and 
to employ so many means to incite man to good- 
ness and to secure him against vice. And among 
all the thousands who have lived upon the earth, 
there would have been found some examples of 
persons who had passed through their whole life 
free from sin. 

As man, therefore, has within himselfa natural 
adaptation to much which is good, he has also a 
natural disposition and bias to much which is 
evil, (malum radicale,) whick soon strikes root, 
spreads round, and chokes the good. It is abso- 
tutely inexplicable how the preponderance of 
sense over reason, so visible in al! men, could be 
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derived from mere imitation. Were this the 
case, this preponderance ought to cease as soon 
as man, in the full exercise of his understanding, 
were taught better. The will, we should expect, 
would then obey the dictates of reason. It is not 
found, however, to be so in fact. The dominion 
of sense still continues, as the experience of 
every one proves. ‘The ground of this must there- 
fore lie deeper; and both experience and reason 


confirm the account which scripture gives of it. 
Vide s. 77. 


II. The Imputation or Punishableness of Natural 
Depravity. 

This is the reatas or culpa vitiositatis, and was 
asserted by Augustine and his followers. Vide 
Morus, p. 120, 8. 7, coll. s.79, No.2. They 
contended that all men, even before they had 
committed any sinful actions, and barely on ac- 
count of this native depravity, were deserving of 
temporal and eternal death, or of damnation. 
Others have endeavoured in various ways to 
mitigate the severity of this opinion. Some mo- 
dern theologians have taught, in imitation of 
Augustine, the doctrine that peccatum originale 
per se esse damnabile ; but that, for Christ’s sake, 
punishment was not actually inflicted. 

But the assertion, that this corruption in and 
of itself involves condemnation, cannot be 
proved. For (a) it is irreconcilable with the 
justice and goodness of God that he should 
purish (in the proper sense of this term) an in- 
nocent person for the sins of another. Sin 
cannot exist, certainly cannot be punished, un- 
less the action is free; otherwise it ceases to be 
sin. Vide s. 76, III. (b) In those texts of 
the Old and New Testament which are com: 
monly cited in behalf of this opinion, the death 
spoken of is not eternal death, or condemnation ; 
but temporal death, Gen. i. 2,17; Rom. v. 1% 
1 Cor. xy: 22. Vide s. 75, II. 2. (c) Ever 
bodily death is represented in the scriptures as, 
indeed, the consequence of Adam’s sin, but not as 
a punishment, strictly speaking, for any beside 
himself; for none but himself were guilty of hia 
sin. 

In conformity with this view, Rom. v. 12, 14, 
is to be explained; also Rom. vi. 23, Savares 
dldvea cmaprvas, or ver. 21, réros (xapzds) Gap- 
zias: So called because it followed upon Adam’s 
sin, and, as far as he was concerned, was a pu- 
nishment for it. Vide s.'76, III. The doctrine 
of the Bible on this subject is the following: 
«The bias of man to evil, and to do that which 
is forbidden, is in itself bad, (Germ. fehlerhaftes, 
esse in vilio, vitiosum,) Rom. vii. 5; xiii. 18; but 
it cannot be imputed to man, or he be regarded 
as punishable on account of it, unless he yields» 
himself to it, and indulges it. Vide Rem. vi. 
12; Gen. 1v. 7, coll. James, i. 15. This, how- 
ever, is the case with all men; no one has 
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lived upon the earth who has not been led by 
this propensity into actual transgression, and 
so has become deserving of punishment.” 
Truly, therefore, does the scripture affirm that 
we are al! subject to punishment, (céxva dpy7s, 
Ephes. ii. 35) not, however, because we are 
born with this disposition, (for this is not any 
fault of ours,) but because we indulge it, give 
an ear to our unlawful desires, and so suffer our- 
selves to be led on to the commission of sin. 


IV. The Source and Origin of Sinful Inclinations, 
and their Punishableness. 


From the preponderance of sense now ex- 
plained, particular sinful dispositions and pas- 
sions take their origin, and so are the result 
and the proof of the sinful depravity of man. 
But in order that we may rightly estimate the 
sinfulness and punishableness of these desires, 
we must attend to the following considera- 
tions :— 

(1) The desires of man are not in themselves, 
and abstractedly considered, sinfw/ ; for they are 
deep laid in the constitution which God him- 

_eelf has given to human nature; they arise in 
man involuntarily, and so far cannot certainly 
be imputed to him. The essential constitution 
of man makes it necessary that everything 
which makes an agreeable impression on the 
senses should inevitably awaken correspondent 
desires. The poor man, who sees himself sur- 
rounded with the treasures of another, feels a 
aatural and involuntary desire to possess them. 
Ihe mere rising of this desire is no more pu- 
nishable in him than it was in Eve, when she 
saw the tree, and felt an impulse to eat its beau- 
tiful fruit, which is never represented in the 
Bible as her sin. 

(2) The desires of man become sinful and 
deserving of punishment then only when (a) 
man, feeling desires after forbidden things, seeks 
and finds pleasure in them, and delights himself 
in them, and so (8) carefully cherishes and nou- 
rishes them in his heart. (c) When he seeks 
occasions to awaken the desires after forbidden 
things, and to entertain himself with them. 
(d) When he gives audience and approbation to 
these desires, and justifies, seeks, and performs 
the sins to which he is inclined. This is fol- 
lowed by the twofold injury, that he not only 
sins for this once, but that he gives his appetites 
and passions the power of soliciting him a se- 
cond time more importunately, of becoming more 
vehement and irresistible, so that he becomes 
continually more disposed to sin, acquires a fixed 
habit of sinning, and at last becomes the slave 
of sin. Vide Michaelis, Ucber die Stinde, s. 
365, f. But if'a man repels and suppresses the 

. involuntary desire arising within him because it 

is evil, he cannot certainly be punished merely 
because, without any fauit of his own, he felt this 
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desire. It were unjust to punish any one for bee 
ing assailed by an enemy, without any provoca 
tion on his part. ; 

(3) With this doctrine the holy scripture is 
perfectly accordant. Even in his state of inno- 
cence man felt the rising of desire; nor was this 
in him accounted sin; Gen. iii. 6. Hence we 
are never required, either in the Old Testament 
or the New, to eradicute these desires, (which, 
indeed, is a thing impossible, and would cause 
a destruction of human nature itself,) but only 
to keep them under control, and to suppress 
those which fix upon forbidden things. Vides. 
77. In Rom. vie 12, we are directed not to let 
our sinful appetites rule, and not to obey the body 
in the lusts thereof ; here, therefore, it is presup- 
posed that these tempting lusts remain. Again, 
in Gal. v. 24, we are charged to crucify the flesh, 
with its affections and lusts. It is to those who 
contend against their wicked passions ihat re- 
wards are promised, and not to those who have . 
never had these solicitations and allurements 
to evil. The pretended virtue of such men 
scarcely deserves the name, and is not capable 
of reward. 

Some texts are indeed cited in which the pas- 
sions, in themselves considered, are forbidden, 
as Rom. vii. 7, ox étiSuujoers: Ex. xx. 17, 
‘Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour’s house,” 
&c. Some also in which they are said to be 
deserving of punishment from God, as Matt. v. 
28. But in these texts, such desires are not 
spoken of as arise involuntarily within us, and 
for which we are not therefore culpable, but 
such as man himself nourishes and entertains, 
or by his own agency awakens within himself, 
and which he aims to execute. And so in 
Matt. v. Christ speaks of the actual intention 
and design of man to commit adultery, if he 
could; and not of the passion arising in his 
heart, which he himself disapproves, and imme- 
diately suppresses, because it is contrary to the 
divine law. 

(4) The manner in which man is borne away 
by his passions to the commission of sin is de- 
scribed by James (i. 14, 15) in a way that cor- 
responds with the experience of every one; and 
this text confirms all the preceding remarks. 
When desires arise within us, we are in danger 
of sinning. Some present enjoyment of sense 
tempts us. Enticements to sin springup. These 
James calls temptations, (elsewhere called oxap- 
dara, Matt. xviii. 7, 8, Svan, Ezek. xvii. 19.) 
For we look upon that which is represented to 
us by our senses as charming and desiyable, to 
be a great good, the possession of which would 
make us happy. This is expressed by é£eax6- 
uwevos and Seasaouevos. The image is here taken 
from animals, which are ensnared by baits (3é- 
asap) laid before them, in order to take them. To 
these allurements all men are exposed, although 
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not in the same degree. Thus far there is no 
sin-~i. e., the man is not yet caught in the snare 
under which the bait lies. But here he must 
stop, and instead of indulging must suppress 
these desires—must fly from the bait. Other- 
wise, lust conceives, (éxtSvuia ovrraBorca,) i. e., 
these desires and passions are approved in the 
heart, and the man begins to think he can satisfy 
them. This is wrong and sinful. For this is 
no longer involuntary, but, on the contrary, the 
result of man’s own will, and he is now deserv- 
ing of punishment. his is what is called pee- 
catum actuale internum. But finally, desire 
brings forth sin, the evil intent passes into ac- 
tion, and is accomplished. This is peccatum 
aciuale externum. Hence flows Savaros, misery, 
unhappiness of every sort, as the consequence 
and punishment of sin. 


SECTION LXXIX. 


GF THE REPRESENTATIONS OF THE ANCIENT 
CHURCH-FATHERS RESPECTING HUMAN DEPRA- 
VITY; AND THE MANNER IN WHICH THE EC- 
CLESIASTICAL PHRASEOLOGY ON THIS SUBJECT 
AND THE VARIOUS FORMS OF DOCTRINE WERE 
GRADUALLY DEVELOPED. 


i1) Tue oldest Christian teachers were mostly 
agreed in considering death as a consequence 
of Ajam’s sin. Vides. 76. [It should be ob- 
served, however, that in x early writers the 
term Sopa stands not only for mortality, but 
also for depravity. Vide Neander, b. i. Auth. 
iii. s. 1045.—Tr.] But we shall look in vain 
through the writings of most of the Greek teach- 
ers to find the full scriptural idea of an innate 
depravity ; or, at least, it cannot be found exhi- 
bited with sufficient distinctness or clearness. 
As there had been as yet no controversy on this 
subject, nothing respecting it was determined 
and settled on ecclesiastical authority. Still 
they agree, for the most part, that the dispro- 
_ portion between sense and reason, or the corrup- 
tion of human nature, began after the fall of 
Adam, and has been diffused as a universal dis- 
ease through the whole human race. That this 
evil, however, in itself considered, is to be re- 
garded as actual sin, and as such is punished 
by God, they do not teach ; but rather the con- 
trary. So Justin Martyr, Ap. i. 54, seq.; Ire- 
neus, Adv. Heres. iv. 37, seq.; Athenagoras, 
Legat. e. 22; Clemens Alex. Strom. ii. (contra 
Encratitas.) ‘No one,” says the writer last 
mentioned, ‘is wholly free from sin; but the 
child, who has never personally trespassed, 
cannot be subjected to the curse of Adam, (the 
punishment of his sin.) Yet all who have the 
use of their reason are led by this their moral 
depravity to commit actual sin, and 80 become 
liable to punishment.” ‘The same writer says, 
in his Peedag. iii. 12, fOvos dvapapryzos 6 AOyos: 
37 
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7d yap Eauapravew ndow Yuourov xal xowwor. 
Cyril of Alexandria, in his Commentary on 
Isaiah, says, pvouxdy éy avspartocs obx elvac xaxdve 
and in his work « Contra Anthropomorph.” c. 
8, he says, «* Adam’s posterity are not punished 
as those who with him had broken the law of 
God.” So also Origen, Pref. ad libros mepi 
apzeav, and his followers, Basilius, and Theo- 
dorus of Mopsevestia, who, according to the 
testimony of Photius, wrote a book against those 
who taught that man sinned péoee xad ob yrduy. 
There were some, tuo, of the Greek fathers who 
traced the origin of the evil passions and of the 
actual sins arising from them to the mortality 
of the body—e. g., Chrysostom and Theodoret. 
This hypothesis has been revived in later times 
by Whitby, who has attempted to carry it 
through. Vide s. 76, note. 

(2) The same representation is found in many 
of the fathers of the ancient Latin church, even 
in Africa. They taught that death (depravity 1) 
is a consequence of Adam’s sin, and yet that it 
is not, in itself, to be regarded as sin, and pu- 
nished accordingly. Cyprian (Epist. Synod. 
Cone. Carthag. ili.) says, «A new-born child 
has not itself sinned, nist quod secundum Adam 
carnaliter natus, CONTAGIUM MoRTIS contraxtt.’’ 
In baptism, the sins of the child (which were 
still not propria but aliena) were supposed to 
be washed away. Ambrosius says, on Ps. 
xlviii., ‘There is a bias to sin in all, but 
this is not actual sin, and liability to punish 
ment ; God punishes us only for nostra peccata, 
and not for aliene (Adami) nequitie flagitia.” 
Even according to Tertullian, (detestim. anime, 
c. 3,) it is only to temporal death that we are 
condemned in consequence of the sin of Adam. 
To this opinion, Hilarius and others acceded. 
The African fathers before the time of Augus- 
tine, and even Tertullian, seem, however, to 
have had less distinct and settled views on this 
subject than even the Greeks, which arose from 
their misunderstanding the seemingly obscure 
phraseology of the New Testament, and espe- 
cially of the Latin version of it. 

[The germs of the controversy which after- 
wards broke out between Augustine and Pela- 
gius can be discerned in this earlier period. 
The Alexandrine teachers, and among these 
principally Clement and Origen, took the side 
of the human will, and its ability to good. They; 
however, by no means carried this so far as was 
afterwards done by Pelagius, and often express- 
ed themselves strongly respecting the entire de- 
pravity of man, and his dependence on the reno- 
vating influence of divine grace. Vide Clement, 
Quis dives salv. c. 21. The Eastern teachers 
were led to vindicate thus strongly the powers 
of the human will by their opposition to New 
Platonism, and the Manichean theosophy, by 
which sin was attributed either to an eternal 
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principle of evil, to a blind and resistless des- 
tiny, or to some necessity of nature, rather than 
to the perversion of our own moral powers. 

The teachers of the Western church, on the 
other hand, and especially those of Africa, having 
no such philosophy to oppose, recognised more 
fully the peculiar Christian truths of the corrup- 
tion and inability of human nature, and the ne- 
cessity of divine grace; but they also were far 
from representing the grace of God as compul- 
sory and irresistible, as it was afterwards done 
in the Pelagian controversies. This tendency 
in the Western church is represented by Tertul- 
lian, Cyprian, Hilary, and Ambrosius. 

As yet, however, these opposing tendencies 
had not come into open conflict, but awaited the 
causes which brought them into direct collision 
in the following period.—Tr. ] 

But Augustine carried the matter much fur- 
ther. He affirmed the doctrine de imputatione 
peccati Adami in the strictest juridical sense, 
teaching at the same time the entire depravity 
of man, and his total inability to all good, in 
such a sense as it is nowhere taught in the Bible. 
He may have been led to this by having for- 
merly belonged to the sect of Manicheans, who 
hold very strict sentiments on this point; hence 
his doctrine de peccato originali was called by 
Pelagius and Julian a Manichean doctrine.* 
He maintained that the consequence of Adam’s 
sin was not merely bodily death, but efernal, 
(mors secunda, cujus non est finis;) and that to 
this all men, even children, who had not them- 
selves thought or done either good or evil, were 
subjected ; though yet the unmerited grace of 
God delivered some from this punishment, (de- 
eretum absolutum.) He exhibits these doctrines 
in his work, De civitate Dei, xiv. 1, and else- 


* [We subjoin the following remarks of Neander 
with respect to the charge here, and often elsewhere, 
brought against the system of Augustine. “The 
anthropology of Augustine,” he says, “is unjustly 
supposed to be derived from the influence of Manj- 
cheisin. His doctrine respecting the moral depravity 
of man was a very different thing from the dualism 
of Mani, which was derived from the philosophy of 
nature. The system of Augustine did not, like that 
of Mani, proceed from his confounding in his con- 
ceptions the natural and the moral, but from a pure 
fact of moral consciousness. On the contrary, it 
may be said, that while the hope of finding out, by 
means of speculation, an explanation of the irrecon- 
cilable opposition between good and evil, of which 
he had become early conscious in the depth of his 
soul, led him to Manicheism; he was led from it 
again by coming to apprehend this opposition more 
and more in a moral light. Again; it was in direct 
opposition to Manicheism that he adopted the theory 
the first germs of which he took from Platonism that 
evil is only a subjective deviation of created being 
from the law of the supreme and only true Being 
and not, as taught by Mani, an independent, self-sub- 


sisting existence.” Allg. Nirchengesch, b, ii. 
iii. 5. 1206.—T'R.] gesch, b. il. Abth. 
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where. Fulgentius Rusp. (De Fide, ¢. 29) 
asserts that children who had lived merely iz 
their mother’s womb, and yet died without bap« 
tism, must suffer eternal punishment in hell, 
And so taught many of the schoolmen, according 
to Peter of Lombardy, 1. ii. Even Augustine 
attributed a certain kind of physical influence 
to baptism, and confined the grace of God to 
those to whom this ordinance was administered, 
He held this doctrine, however, in common with 
many of the Latin fathers before his time—e. g., 
Cyprian. The adherents of Augustine were ac- 
customed to vindicate their views by the doc- 
trine of the propagation of the soul per traducem, 
though this is not true of all of them. On the 
contrary, the adherents of Pelagius, for the most 
part, denied this doctrine, and were creationists. 
Vide s. 57, Il. 

(3) This severe doctrine of Augustine was 
controverted by Pelagius, and many others who 
followed him. But Pelagius, in his turn, went 
too far on the other side, and maintained various 
principles which obviously are unscriptural. 
Here were, therefore, two extremes, between 
which seriptural truth lay in the midst, having 
both reason and experience on its side. In the 
system of Augustine, on the one hand, there 
is much opposed to reason and scripture; and 
in that of Pelagius, on the other hand, there is 
much opposed to scripture and experience. Pela- 
gius not only denied _the imputation of Adam’s 
sin, but also the physzcal propagation of human 
depravity. He taught that the moral nature of 
man is unaltered, and that man is now entirely 
in the same state in which Adam was created. 
Weakness, imperfection, and death, were, in 
his view, essential to man from the first, and he 
is punished only for sinful actions. The pro- 
pagation of human depravity is not physically 
and by birth, but morally only, from the imitation 
of bad examples. The declaration that in &dam 
all have sinned, does not relate, aceording to his 
scheme, to any peccatum nascendi origine contrac- 
tum; but to that acquired propter imitalionem ex- 
empli. Vide in Libro de Natura, ap. August. ad 
Rom. v. And Julian said, (ap. August. contra 
Jul. ii. 54,) peceatum primum MoriBvs, non sE- 
MINIBUS ad posteros fuisse devectum. Adam set 
a bad example before his children, and they 
again before theirs, and so on. In this sense 
only did Pelagius allow of a propagation of sin 
from Adam. Vides. 78, II. 2. The views of 
Pelagius are very clearly exhibited in the work 
De libero arbitrio (ap. August. de pece. orig. ¢. 
13): Omne bonum aut malum, quo vel laudibiles 
vel vituperabiles sumus, non nobiseum nascitur, 
sed agitur a nobis; capaces utriusque ret, non 
pleni nascimur, et ut sine VIRTUTE, sic SINE VITIO 
procreamur. 

These views were totally diverse from those 
of Augustine and other African teachers, and in 
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many points also from the plain doctrine of the 
Bible. This deviation from the scriptutes Au- 
gustine perceived and opposed. Through the 
resistance of Pelagius he became more zealous 
and heated, and in his polemical zeal advanced 
continually greater lengths in his positions.* 
The theory of Augustine, or the African theory, 
was, however, by no means universal in the 
fourth century. In the East, and in Palestine 
especially, Pelagius was received into favour 
and protection with many who had agreed in 
Many points with Origen, and who therefore 
saw little reprehensible in Pelagius. Much, 
indeed, in his theory differed from that then pre- 
vailing through the Eastern church. But from 
the indifference of so many Grecian bishops on 
this subject, it is obvious that nothing can have 
been at that time ecclesiastically determined re- 
specting it, and that the importance of the ques- 
tion by no means appeared to them at first. 
And even in the Western church out of Africa, 
there were many who looked upon the Pelagian 
theory not unfavourably, and on this account it 
was at first acquitted of the charges brought 
against it even by Zosimus, the Roman bishop. 
Through the efforts of the Africans, however, 
and their connexion with the Anti-Origenistic 
party, it was finally brought about that the doc- 
trines of Pelagius were formerly condemned as 
heretical at the church councils, and that the 
theory of Augustine, after the year 418, became 
predominant, at least in the Occidental church. 

Various attempts were made to unite the two 
parties, and many took a middle course between 
them, from whence originated, at a later period, 
the so-called Semi-Pelagian party. Scotus, and 
his followers among the schoolmen, very much 
extenuated the natural depravity of man; in 
which they have been followed by many of the 


theologians of the Romish church—e. g., the 
. 


* (This remark respecting the theory of Augus- 
tine, though often made, may be shewn demonstra- 
bly to be incorrect. Augustine had developed his 
full system concerning the inability of man and the 
doctrine of predestination resulting from it, as early 
as the year 397, in a work directed to Simplician, 
bishop at Mailand, some time before Pelagius ap- 
peared at Rome, and at least ten years before his 
doctrines had excited attention and controversy. 


Neander says,—“ Opposition to Pelagianism could 
have had no influence upon Augustine in forming 
his system. It may rather be said, with more truth, 
that Pelagius was excited and induced to develop his 
own views, by opposition to the principles of Augus- 
tine respecting the natural depravity of man, and 
grace and predestination not conditioned by the free 
will,” b. ii. Abth. iii. s. 1215. We ought not readily 
to attribute the opinions of such minds as Augus- 
tine’s to external causes. ‘Their own internal im- 
pulse, and their effort after perfect consistency, often 
carry them to extremes, to which others could be 
driven only by the pressure of controversy. Of. the 
Note to the History of Decrees, vol. i. s. 32, p. 252, 
Fourthly. —T x J 
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Jesuits. who have been on this account often 
accused of Pelagianism or Semi-Pelagianism. 
Among the followers of Augustine, many ad- 
hered to his opinion, that even mere origiual 
sin, in itself considered, is punished with eter- 
na! death, even in the case of children who die 
before baptism, though they themselves have 
never done any evil—e, g., Gregor. M. 1. ix. 
foral, c. 16. Others, to whom this doctrine 
seemed too severe, held only, that in conse- 
quence of original sin man is excluded from the 
Jull joys of the blessed in heaven, but not mere- 
ly on that account cast into the pains of hell; in 
short, that. he is placed in a middle state, in 
which he is neither damned nor yet perfectly 
happy. So Damasus: Pena originalis peccati 
est carentia vistonis Dei. The same representa- 
tion respecting children who die before baptism 
is found alse among some Greek writers—e. g., 
in Gregory of Nazianzen, who says respecting 
them, (Orat. 40,) ugze dofacSjvacy Mate xOohas- 
QUTETIULs Xe Te Ae 

(4) Some additional historical illustrations of 
the Augustinian and African theory respecting 
natural depravity and respecting the term, PECCA- 
TUM ORIGINIS sive ORIGINALE. 

The depravity of human nature being, accord- 
ing to the Bible, propagated from Adam, and 
communicated in the way of ordinary generation 
to children, it was very natural to denominate it 
original; and since, moreover, it is common to 
all men, and, though not essential to human na- 
ture, yet properly belonging to it in its present 
state, it is ¢alled natural, especially as the term 
ovcev is used in Ephes. ii. 3. Vide s. 78, I. 2 
Both of these terms are found in the same pas 
sage in Tertullian, (De Anima, c. 41,) where 
he calls depravity malum animex ex originis 
vitio and naturale quodammodo. Upon this pas- 
sage it is important to observe, that he does not 
use the term peccatum, but malum and vitium ; 
and again, that this is the first passage in the 
Latin Fathers in which the term naturale is ap- 
plied to this subject. But because the Latin 
word naturale is ambiguous, and might be un- 
derstood in the sense of essentialz, (a sense in 
which Tertullian would not use it, and in which 
even Cyril of Alexandria rejected the expres- 
sion pvorxdv xax6v, vide No. I.,) Tertullian adds 
quodammodo. The term naturale, as used by 
him, properly means nothing more than pro- 
prium, adherens, non aliunde contractum. Vide 
s. 78, 1.2. Ambrosius, too, says, (Apol. David, 
c. 11,) Antequam nascimur, maculamur coNTA- 
c10, et ante usuram lucis originis ipsius excipt- 
mus injuriam. Thus none of these fathers use 
the term peccatum, or pretend that natural do- 
pravity in the abstract, or in itself, is imputed to 
man as sin, or punished. Augustine is the very 
firs: who uses the term peccaTum criginale 
quia wiginaliter traditur, as indeed he himself 
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says in «Opus imperf. contra Julianum,” ii. 
After this time, this term, which perhaps may 
have been used by some Africans before Augus- 
tine, was repeated by some Latin teachers—e. g., 
by Hieronymus, on Psalm 1., and was finally 
authorized by councils, and adopted into the 
terminology of the Western church. It was 
first publicly employed in the Acts (c. 2) of the 
Milevitanic council, in the year 416; and those 


who deny the doctrine de peccato originali, and 


its punishment, which is removed by baptism, 
were there denounced with an anathema. 

But how came it to pass that the word pecca- 
tum should be employed to designate natural 
depravity, since this depravity, in abstracto, and 
by itself, is to be regarded as a disease or a sickly 
moral disorder of man, and not as action; and 
since man had no guilty agency in bringing it 
upon himself? It came in this way: in Rom. 
vii. 9, and elsewhere, Paul uses the term awap- 
ria, in reference to the bias to sin found in all 
men, or the disposition to do what is forbidden 
by the divine law; and this is perfectly con- 
formed to the wsus loguendi. For the Greek 
auoprca is employed not only with regard to 
sinful actions, but any fault or defective state or 
nature of a thing; like the Latin peccatum and 
peccare. Vide s.73, 11. In this sense, then, 
they might justly say peceatum originis, instead 
of vitium, meaning simply defect, fault, evil. 
Tertullian, however, did not use the word peeca- 
tum, probably on account of this ambiguity. 
But when Augustine found the term peceatum 
used in the Latin Bible in reference to this 
natural bias to sin, he supposed that he might, 
and indeed ought, to employ the same. But not 
distinguishing sufficiently between the different 
meanings of this word, he contended, that all 
that must be true respecting this state, in itself 
considered, which is true respecting sinful ac- 
tions, on the ground that*the same word is used 
respecting both in the Bible. He then argued 
in this way; “All sin is punished, or it brings 
men into a state of condemnation before God, 
and consequently this natural depravity itself 
because it is included under duapcia, and is 
called peceatum.’’ Thus arose the scheme of 
Augustine described in No. 2, although in this 
he was not throughout consistent with himself. 
Instead of employing this phraseology, it would 
have been better for him to have said, The ten- 
dency to sin is indeed an evil, a moral disorder— 
1. €., a wrong and defective constitution of our 
nature in a moral respect, from which particular 
actual sins result; it cannot, therefore, be other- 
wise than displeasing to a perfectly holy God; 
nor can he, as the scriptures expressly teach, 
be its author; but neither would God punish 
men for this, in and of itself. For punishment 
is first inflicted when man suffers himself to be 

ticec to actual sin, or transgression of the 
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law; and because none remain unperverted, 80 
all are sinners, and condemned in the sight vf 
God, although the degree of their guilt, ant 
consequently the degree of their punishment, 
may be different. 

After the time of Augustine, various attempt 
were made to obviate the innumerable mistakes 
which attended this doctrine de peecato or? ginc.2; 
and among others, a disti::ction was made he- 
tween peccatum originale aud peecata aciualia— 
a distinction which is first found in Joh. Cassi- 
anus in the fifth century. Vide Coll. P. P. 
Sceticor. xiii. 7. There were always, however, 
among the catholics, even those of ancient 
times, not a few who disapproved of the appli- 
cation of the term peceatum to the corrupt, moral 
condition of man, and wished it to be abolished. 
And it happened to many, merely because they 
rejected this word, to be counted among the Pe- 
lagians or Semi-Pelagians. Many of the school- 
men, too, preferred not to use this term ; though 
it is true, indeed, that among them there were 
many actually inclined to Pelagianism. Vide 
No. 3. The schoolmen rather chose to use the 
term employed by Tertullian—viz., vitiwm ori- 
ginale or naturale; or vitiositas, or depravatio 
congenita, or naturalis. 

As to the German word in use on this sub- 
ject, Erb-stinde, (hereditary sin,) it is still more 
inconvenient than the Latin peccatum origt- 
nale; for the latter admits, according to com- 
mon usage, of a correct interpretation, and so, 
if it is properly explained, may be still retaine_. 
But the German word Siinde (sin) is elsewhere 
always used to denote an action, so far. as it is 
contrary to the divine law; but never a state. 
Instead of this word, it would be better to use 
the word Erb-fehler, (hereditary defect,) or still 
better, Hrb-dibel, (hereditary evil,) or more defi- 
nitely, das sittliche Erb-tibel, (the moral heredi- 
dary evil.) Many of our protestant theologians 
have therefore for a long time preferred to use 
the term natural depravity. Vides. 87, 1.2, 3. 
Dr. Teller proposed to use the word Tempera- 
ments-siinde, (sin of the constitution or temper- 
ament;) this, however, is inappropriate, since 
it bears another sense—viz., some kind of pre- 
vailing sin, to which a man is especially inclined 
from his peculiar organization, or his individual 
naturel. Cf.s. 75. 

Note.—The term peceatum originale, as used 
in the symbolic books of the Lutheran church, 
comprises the following things :—(1) The defi- 
ciency in true holiness and piety which is found 
in all men without exception, accompanied with 
a deficiency in powers for attaining holiness by 
their own exertions. This is just and scrip- 
tural ; for in order to be morally good and pious, 
it is necessary for us to become so; we are not 
born with this character; we do not possess in 
ourselves the powers requisite to this end, an¢ 
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are dependent on divine assistance. (2) The 


inordinate passions and appetites which are | 
found in all men; the bias within us to do what | 
is torbidden, and to leave undone what is re- | 


quired; of the trath of which. every one’s own 
‘ experience may convince him, and which is con- 


stantly insisted upon in the scriptures. Thus, | 


by peccatum originale, the symbolic books un- 
derstand a srare of man which, morally consi- 
dered, is not, from the earliest period, what it 
should be, or what it originally was; and this 
is certainly just and true, both according to 
scripture and experience. 

These two things taken together are what 
the theologians of the Lutheran and reformed 
churches mean when they say, man is born with 
sin, or im stn—an expression which is taken 
from Ps. li. 7. And although this expression 
is liable to be misunderstood, and indeed in that 
passage is used in a different sense, yet the thing 
which they intend by the use of it is true and 
conformed to the Bible. Vide Morus, p. 117, 


118. & 


It is a common, but very unworthy art of 
many of the opponents of the doctrine of natu- 
ral depravity, to make the German word denot- 
ing this doctrine, Lrd-stinde, (hereditary sin,) 
which is acknowledged on all hands to be in- 
convenient, the object of ridicule, as if the 
doctrine of the protestant church agreed with 
the untenable positions in Augustine’s theory. 
While they confute this theory only, they as- 
sume the air of having overthrown the doctrine 
of native depravity itself. ‘The scriptaral texts 
which stand in their way are brought into 
agreement with the most different modern phi- 
losophieal schools, by the aid of that artificial 
exegesis which makes anything from every- 
thing; so that the scriptures must say just that, 
and that only, which the authors of these philo- 
sophieal systems require. Vide Teller’s Wér- 
*terbuch, art. Siinde, and other attempts of the 
theologians of the Kantian school. 


SECTION LXXxX. 


RESULTS OF THE FOREGOING DISCUSSION RESPECT- 
ING THE DOCTRINE OF NATURAL DEPRAVITY, 
AND OBSERVATIONS ON THE MODE OF TEACHING 
THIS DOCTRINE. 


I. Results of the foregoing Discussion. 


(1) Tue doctrine of the holy scriptures, that 
the native depravity which discloses itself in the 
preponderance of sense over reason is to be found 
in all men without exception, is confirmed by 
the undeniable experience of all men of all 
times; and every individual may be convinced 
af its truth by his own daily experience, and by 
‘observation of those around him. Any one who 
6 in the habit of self-inspection will be compel- 
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led to acknowledge that the confession of Paul. 
Rom. vii, 18, seq., **'T'o will is present with me, 
but how to perform that which is good I fina 
not,’? is drawn, as it were, from his own soul 
Even the heathen nations, and those of ther 
chief philosophers, who did not employ them. 
selves with empty speculations, but who built 
their views upon the observation of man and of - 
themselves, recognised the existence of this evil. 
Vide s. 74. 

(2) But although philosophy mast recognise 
the actual existence of this evil, i can give no 
satisfactory answer with regard t the oigin of 
it. Vide Kant, Vom radikalen Bésen. All the 
philosophemes upon this subject, from Aristotle 
down to Leibnitz, Kant, Fichte, and Schelling, 
are full of gaps; and in surveying them we meet 
with one unanswerable question after another. 
Vide s. 74. Cf. Michaelis, Moral, th. i. s, 127, 
seq. But there appears in almost all nations a 
pressing necessity to believe that God made the 
human race in a more perfect state than that in 
which it now exists. But they were still unable 
to solve the riddle. Now this riddle is solved in 
the holy scriptures more satisfactdrily than by 
all the philosophers. Vide s, 56, ad fin. s. 74, 
75, &c. And any one who understands the scrip- 
tural account of the fall of man as a mere fable, 
or as anything beside a narrative of what actu- 
ally took place, and who is incautious enough 
to teach these views to the common people and 
the young, takes away that for which he can_ 
give nothing in return; although he may not 
design it, he lowers the authority of the Bible 
in the view of his hearers, and does an injury 
which he will not be able easily to repair. 

There were two theories which were more 
prominent among the Christian teachers of for- 
mer times, and which even now have their advo- 
cates—viz., the African, or Jugustinian, and the 
Pelagian. Vides. 79. The latter, which nearly 
accords with the views of the stoics, plainly dis- 
agrees with the doctrine of the Bible, and, more- 
over, has experience against it. Vide s. 79, No. 
3. But since it wears, on the first view, a more 
rational aspect, and since especially it is more 
agreeable to the wishes of men, who had rather 
view themselves in a favourable than an unfa- 
vourable light, it is not to be wondered at that, 
in spite of experience, it should have od<ainea, 
and still possess, considerable currency. But 
in Augustine’s theory there are also incorrect. 
and untenable positions, and he deduces 1.29 
false conclusions from texts of scripture wrong iv 
understood. ‘These misinterpretations weie 1m 
part occasioned, and in part promoted, by the 
Latin established version, which Augustine fol 
lowed, and to which he and bi» fellow teachers 
were accustomed frcm tneir youth. Besides, 
Augustine’s views on the subject of interpreta- 
tion were deficient. ‘The middle course between 
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these extremes is accordant with the Bible, with 
experience, and the system of the protestant 
church. Vides. 77, 78. 

‘Che objection, that the scriptural doctrine of 
native depravity is irreconcilable with the justice 
and goodness of God, does not lie so much against 
the scriptural doctrine itself as against certain 
fatse and unscriptural notions which are some- 
times connected with it—e. g., against the Au- 
gustinian theory. Let the following things be 
considered—viz., 

(a) It is incorrect to assert, as some do, that 
if Adam himself had maintained his original 
innocence, no one of his posterity either would 
or could have sinned. This is nowhere taught 
in the Bible. ‘The possibility of erring and 
sinning would have continued, both with Adam 
himself and with his posterity, even if he had 
not at that time fallen. And had it been zmpos- 
sible for the posterity of Adam, supposing him 
to have persevered in holiness, to be otherwise 
than holy, their goodness would have had no 
value, and would not be entitled to reward. 
Man would have been a machine, having no 
power to move except in one pre-established 
and appointed way. It does not, therefore, fol- 
low that there would have been no error and no 
sin, and consequently no punishment of sin, 
among men, if our progenitor had not fallen. 
It is indeed true, that both particular individuals, 
and the race of man at large, would have been 
by degrees more and more confirmed in good- 
ness, if the state of innocence (or the state of 
the even balance of the human powers) had 
continued, as is actually the case with good 
angels; but this confirmation cannot be under- 
stood tn reference to men more than to angels 
as removing the possibility of sinning. 

(b) When now God foresaw that sin could 
not be hindered among men, since they are 
beings endowed indeed with a moral nature, but 
at the same time possessing appetites and pas- 
sions limiting the exercise of reason, he provided 
that the ouilt and ill-desert of sin should be di- 
minished in Adam’s posterity by allowing Adam 
to fall, and so a general weakness and depravity 
to pervade the whole race. A stronger and more 
incorrupt race would, if it sinned, sin far more 
deeply and unpardonably than a weaker. 
Hence we see that the sin of the fallen angels 
is always described in the Bible as far more de- 
serving of punishment and more unpardonable 
than the sin of the first parents of our race; and 
their whole moral apostasy is described as far 
greater than that of man. ‘Those among Adain’s 
weaker posterity who resist the inducements to 
sin, and are diligent in the pursuit of holiness, 
do, as it weve, overcome themselves; and their 
virtue can therefore have so much more internal 
worth, and be so much the more deserving of re- 
ward. ‘Those, on the other hana, who yield to 
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these temptations, and sin, although ‘ey ate 
by mo means free from the desert of punis»ment, 
(since God has made known the means by 
which sin may be guarded against,) may yet, 
on account of their weakness and inability, hope 
for pity, forbearance, and a mitigation of punish- 
ment.. Vide on this subject, Michaelis, Von 
der Siinde, s. 563. Perhaps God designed by 
permitting the fall to promote many other and 
unknown ends. Perhaps the example of the 
fall of man may be instructive to the higher 
orders of spiritual beings, who are always de 
scribed in the Bible as standing in intimate con- 
nexion with man and having knowledge respect- 
ing him. 

(c) Death was to Adam the proper punishment 
of his sin; to his posterity it is not, properly 
speaking, punishment, but the inevitable conse- 
quence of the sin of Adam. For no mortal can 
beget an immortal. Vide s. 78, III. Since now 
death frees us from this mortal body, the princi- 
pal seat of our sinful depravity, and since the 
Christian doctrine gives us the comforting as- 
surance that in the future life we shall possess 
a more perfect body, (1 Cor. xv. &c.,) death 
can no longer be regarded as a punishment, but 
must rather be considered as a blessing, by all 
those who fall in with the order appointed by 
God, and fulfil the conditions on which he has 
promised happiness after this life. Now it is 
a doctrine which we are everywhere expressly 
taught in the New Testament, that we are in- 
debted for this good, for this blessed immortality, 
to Jesus Christ; and the observation of Paul is 
therefore well founded, thatthrough the institutes 
which God has established for the recovery of 
the human race through Christ, through the di- 
vine plan of mercy, we have gained far more 
than we lost through the sin of Adam and its 
consequences; Rom. v. 15, seq. 

Note-—The disposition to transgress the 
moral law, from which no man is free, cannot 
be derived from any deficiency of reason, from 
error, or want of knowledge. There may be 
from hence a possibility of sinning either from 
ignorance or design, but a mere possibility of 
sinning, and an inclination to sin, are very dif- 
ferent things. And we feel this disposition 
even where there is no error o1 defect of know- 
ledge, yea, even in those cases in which we see 
most clearly that obedience to the moral law 
will conduce to our best advantage, and that by 
disobedience weshall render ourselves misera- 
ble. Norcan it bea mere fault of education. For 
then there would be, among all the multiplied 
and often opposite modes of education, some one 
which would furnish us with men who would 
be free from this disposition. Nor is it, as has 
been before observed, the effect merely of the 
bad examples which we witness in others. This 
depravity is not exhibited in all men in the same 
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way. One man is either little, or rot at all in- 
clined to those things for which another has a 
great propensity. All, however, are inclined 
to perform many actions which they themselves 
acknowledge to be sinful and injurious. There 
is in men a general anomaly, or a general dispo- 
sition to transgress the moral law, which does 
not determine to any one particular vice, but 
which is differently modified in different per- 
sons. Since this disposition seeks out so 
many and so different deviations, it has a differ- 
ent aspect in different individuals; but in all 
alike, it appears as a strong disinclination to 
certain duties, and a vehement propensity to 
certain actions which are morally bad. What 
is common to this depravity, as it appears in all 
men, is the preponderance of that which is re- 
presented to us as good or evil by our lower ap- 
petites, over that which we perceive in the use 
of reason to be good. From this depravity no 
age is free, nor can it in this life be ever wholly 
eradicated. The faults of youth, such as levity 
and prodigality, do, indeed, often disappear in 
later periods of life, but their place is supplied 
by others, such as ambition and jealousy; and 
many of the excellences which belong to the pe- 
riod of youth—e. g., innocence, openness, and vi- 
vacity, often gradually decay in the years of man- 
hood ; and although a more advanced age seems 
to have the advantage in point of experience and 
exercise, yet still it cannot be affirmed as a ge- 
neral fact, that this higher age is on the whole 
morally better than youth. It is therefore a 
well-known proverb, founded in experience, to 
say respecting old men who only seem exter- 
nally to have reformed, that they have not for- 
saken sin, but sin has forsaken them. 


II. On Teaching this Doctrine. 


The questions relating to this subject are, 
Whether the doctrine of man’s native depravity 
eught to be exhibited in popular instruction ? and 
if so, in what way? On this general subject, 
cf. Knapp’s Essay in Ewald’s Christlicher Mo- 
natsschrift; Jahrg. 2, 1802; bd. 2, st. 1,s. 3, f. 

(1) The docizine of native depravity, as we 
are taught it both by scrijware and experience, 
is very disturbing, depressing, and humbling 
in its tendency, The light in which man is 
here taught to regard himsel!’ is not ai aii favour- 
able or pleasant, and is calculated to lead him 
to tremble for himself. But feelings of this 
kind, although highly salutary, are yet unplea- 
sant to the watural man (oupacx@, Yuxex@), and 
for the very reason that he is of such a character, 
he is opposed to everything which awakens feel- 
ings of this kind; he prefers to keep this subject 
out of sight, and is unwilling to hear anything 
respecting it. It is with him as with a sick 
man, whe is unwilling to acknowledge, either 
to himself or others, that he is sick, partly be- 
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cause he is ashamed of his sickness, and partly 
because he is reluctant to adopt the severe re- 
medies necessary to his cure. Thus it is with 
the carnal man who refuses to undertake the 
radical cure of the disorders of his soul, because 
he would feign conceal his sickness from his 
own view, and dreads to make the bitter sacri- 
fices which his moral recovery and holiness re- 
quire. He would rather, therefore, persuade 
himself and others that he is good, or at least 
that his case is not so bad as might seem. Now 
if any one does not believe that he is sick, nei- 
ther does he believe that he is in any need of a 
remedy or of a physician; or if he thinks he is 
only slightly sick, he hopes he shall be able to 
help himself, or to recover without the aid of 
medicine. And so any one who thinks in the 
same way with regard to his moral state will 
infallibly be cold and indifferent in the use of 
all the means which the Christian doctrine pre- 
scribes for the sanctification of the heart; he 
will even scorn them as idle and superfluous, 
because he sees no necessity for them; yea, he 
will even feel aversion and hatred towards them, 
as a sick man is accustomed to do towards a 
bitter and disagreeable medicine. It is there- 
fore very intelligible, and may be psychologi- 
cally explained, why the opinion, that man is 
not so depraved as is sometimes represented, 
and the delusion that the Christian means of 
cure are inappropriate, superfluous, and may be 
easily dispensed with, should gain currency in 
an age and among men distinguished above 
others in egotism, self-sufficiency, and the love 
of worldly enjoyment. 

(2) We may hence explain the fact why the 
doctrine of human depravity is repugnant to so 
many in our age, and why it is almost wholly 
set aside in the instruction of the common people 
and of the young. ‘The pretext by which the 
omission of this doctrine is commonly justified 
is, that it inspires men with aversion to God, 
that it makes them irfesolute and spiritless in 
the pursuit of virtue, and that it leads to an un- 
worthy depreciation of oneself, and even to de- 
spair, which prevents all improvement. These 
effects, however, can never be feared when this 
doctrine is taught as it is in the holy scriptures. 
Who ean bring an example to shew that the 
scriptural doctrine ever produced such an effect? 
On the contrary, experience shews that this doc 
trine, rightly exhibited, produces just the oppo 
sit effects, and animates man in the pursuit of 
holiness, and leads him to the highest exertions 
of all his powers for the attainment of it. Vide 
s. 77, Il., ad finem. 

The true ground why so many forbear to 
preach this doctrine is, that, for the reasons just 
now suggested, it is displeasing to many of their 
hearers, whose favour they would gladly conci- 
liate. It is with them as with those respecting 
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whom John speaks, ch. xii. 43. Others have 
never clearly considered the reasons why they 
forbear t» preach this doctrine, but follow blindly 
the example set them by some of the eminent 
and lauded preachers of the day. For the great 
majority of men, and even of teachers, never’ 
think for themselves, but depend upon authority. 
Again: there are, alas! many religious teach- 
ers who are themselves unrenewed men, who 
even while at home were sunk deep in moral 
corruption, who become still more depraved at 
the schools and universities, and who, when 
they assume the sacerdotal robe, alter only their 
outward deportment, without experiencing a 
radical change of heart. Such are blind leaders 
of the blind. 

(3) The teachers who adopt the principles 
just mentioned are accustomed to descant large- 
ly upon the worth, the nobleness, and the dignity 
of man, since discourse like this is heard with 
pleasure, and it is far more agreeable to be 
praised than blamed. In this strain, therefore, 
preachers of such a character often indulge, and 
even in their instruction of the young dwell on 
nothing but the dignity of man. In this way 
many of them suppose they shall elevate man, 
inspire him with a zeal for virtue, and by means 
of this feeling of honour raise him to nobleness of 
character. And itis, indeed, right to point man 
to the noble faculties which he possesses, &c. 
This is often done in the Bible. ‘This, how- 
ever, we should do, and not leave the other un- 
done. In the Bible this is always done in con- 
nexion with the doctrine of the moral apostasy 
of man. If this doctrine be not brought into 
connexion with it, the doctrine of the dignity of 
man is injurious; it nourishes pride and self- 
righteousness, and prevents that self-knowledge 
which is so essential, and thus leads aside from 
the way of true reformation, such as God will 
accept. It leads men to think that they are per- 
fect, and have no need of reformation; that they 
are in no danger, and at*most need only to be 
ennobled and perfected, and not to bo radically 
renewed. What must be the effect of a doc- 
trine like this in an age in which self-confidence 
and selfish blindness are the prevailing fault, 
and have so deeply imbued the minds even of 
children and youth, that at the age when they 
are just beginning to learn, they think them- 
selves wiser than their teachers, and from the 
height to which they suppose themselves to 
have attained, seem to look down with compas- 
sion upon the aged. 

(4) From these observations it follows, that 
itis the duty of a Christian teacher to exhibit 
the doctrine of moral depravity without regard 
to the fear or the favour of man, after the exam- 
ple which the inspired teachers have set him— 
the ancient prophets, Jesus, and the apostles. 
The times have changed nothing belonging to 
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this doctrine, nor can they. Human nature is 
the same now that it has been in every preced- 
ing age; and the inculcation of this doctrine is 
not less important in an enlightened than in an 
unenlightened period. It is by this doctrine 
alone that the necessity of an entire moral re- 
novation of the human heart can be placed ina 
strong light; here man learns to understand 
himself aright, and to think humbly with regard 
to himself; here he learns to see clearly the 
difficulties and mighty hindrances which lie in 
the way of conversion, and attains to the con- 
viction that he needs help, and that without di- 
vine assistance he ean do nothing. Truly and 
beautifully has Seneca said, Inztium est salutes, 
notitia peccati. Nam qui peccare se neseit, cor- 
rigi non vult. Deprehendas te oportet antequam 
emendes, Ep. 28. This is the great principle 
upon which the inspired teachers proceeded in 
all their instructions. Christ, for example, took 
this course in his conversation with Nicodemus, 
however strange the doctrine might have ap- 
peared to the latter. And there is no better way, 
none which is more capable of vindication on 
psychological grounds. 

(5) But in order that the teaching of this 
doctrine may attain its end, itis not enough to 
set forth the mere dogma, and to prove it con- 
nectedly from the holy scriptures, and then to 
speak of it in the abstract; for in that ease the 
wholesome and necessary applieation is easily 
neglected by the hearer. On the contrary, it 
ought rather to be spoken of in the conerete; 
at least, the abstract statement should always 
be applied to particular conerete eases, and es- 
pecially to owrselves. This is the wise, mode of 
teaching exhibited in the Bible. Vide s. 77, 
III. 2. In the popular exhibition of this doc- 
trine, therefore, the teacher should begin with 
making his hearer observant of himself, and en- 
deavour to convince him of his own depravity, 
or of the preponderance of appetite over reason 
in himself, as learned from his own experience. 
This is the easiest way to bring the contemner 
of this doctrine to silence. For exarnple, let the 
teacher in his instruetions go over all the points 
which Paul has cited Rom. vii. 7—23, as proof 
of the moral corruption of man, without at first 
remarking that this is taughtin the Bible. The 
hearer must confess that he finds it in himself 
exactly as described—that he is not what he 
ought to be, and what his own moral feeling 
teaches him that he must be, in order to please 
God. When he is brought to this conviction, 
then let him be shewn that the doctrine of scrip- 
ture corresponds with his own experience. In 
this way he will acquire regard for the Bible, as 
he will see that it gives no ideal deseription of 
man, but represents him as he actually is. Then 
he will be constrained to acknowledge: “Yes? 
I too am actually so; itis as if I myself were 
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mere described.” Has any one come to this 
point, there is hope that he may be inclined to 
employ the means of recovery prescribed in the 
scriptures, and especially in the Christian doc- 
trine; particularly if he is shewn how and 
wherefore they have so beneficial an effect; and 
if is made to consider, that our own good in- 
tentions and all the means by which we attempt 
to help ourselves are inefficacious. In this way 
is the feeling of the need of help and of a Re- 
deemer to be excited in man; and thus does the 
knowledge of our moral depravity and inability 
lead to Christ, as to him through whom alone it 
can be removed. But all this instruction will 
be in danger of failing of its elfect, unless the 
hearer perceives that the teacher himself has a 
personal interest in the matter, that he speaks 
from his own internal conviction, and that he 
has experienced.on his own heart the efficacy of 
the means prescribed, and shews their effect in 
fis life and walk. 

(6) None of the profound and learned inves- 
tigations of philosophers and theologians, re- 
specting the nature of human depravity, the 
mode of its propagation, &c., should have any 
piace in the practical and popular exhibition of 
this doctrine. It is enough for the teacher to 
stop with the simple doctrine of the Bible, and 
merely teach, (a) that all men have been ac- 
tually so, ever since our first parents transgress- 
ed the divine command; and (4) that, according 
to the Bible, the ground why all their posterity 
are such lies in our first parents; but that (c) 
we owe the improvement of our condition, and 
the restoration of our lost holiness and happi- 
ness to Jesus Christ, since he redeems or frees 
us from sin and its evil consequences, and turns 
this evil to our good; Rom. vii. 25. For more 
on this point, vide the article on Christ. 


SECTION LXXXI. 


EXPLANATION OF THE IDEA WHICH IS COMMONLY 
CONNECTED IN THEOLOGY WITH THE EXPRES- 
SION ** ACTUAL SINS Ey AND OF THE DIFFER- 


ENT DEGREES OF SIN. 


We have thus far treated of the moral corrup- 
tion of human nature, and its causes; we have 
also given a history of this doctrine; s. 74—80. 
We now proceed to consider particular sinful 
actions, whose source is found in this same mo- 
ral depravity. Vide s.'73.ad finem. We shall 
treat this subject under the two following divi- 
sions—viz., (1) The nature of particular sinful 
actions, and their different kinds and divisions, 
s. 81—84; (2) The different state which arises 
in man on the commission of sin, s. 85—87. 


I. Additional Explanation of the idea of Sin. 


We have before shewn, under s. 73, I., what 
js meant by tue terms sin and Jaw ; and this will 
38 


237 


be presupposed in the remarks which follow, 
Since now we must regard this naturai depravity 
as a sinful slate, and since we must regard par- 
ticular sinful actions as the consequence and re- 
suit of this state, theologians, since the time of 
Cassianus, have adopted the division of sin inte 
peccatum originale and peccatum actuale. Vide 
8.79, No. 4, ad finem, and Morus, p- 118, supra. 
Morus has, indeed, omitted the special consi- 
deration of the doctrine de peceato actuali in his 
Dogmatik, and assigned the discussion of it 
wholly to the department of Morals. But the 
general theory of actual sins belongs to the pro- 
vince of Dogmatical theology, and is commonly 
introduced by theologians into this department. 

Aciwal sins are, moreover, commonly den:mi- 
nated peccata sensw strictiori. By actions, how- 
ever, theologians do not mean, in treating of this 
subject, those merely which are externa/—i. e., 
which are committed by means of the body and 
its organs; but also those which are internal— 
i. e., those which take place merely in the soul, 
and are performed in thoughts, desires, &c. 
Hence it has been common to subdivide actual 
sins into external and internal, of which we shall 
say more hereafter. .Actwalis is a term which 
belongs to the later Latin, and was first used by 
Macrobius; it answers to the older term actu- 
osus, active, consisting in action; or to activus, 
which is sometimes employed in the same sense. 
Hence Cicero says, vila actuosa, virtus acliosa, 
Nat. Deor. i. 40; instead of which Macrobius 
writes, virtutes actuales. Seneca has, activa 
philosophia, Ep. 95, and Quinctilian opposes 
activum (the practical) to speculativum, (the the- 
oretical.) Bvt_sinful actions are denominated 
peccata actualiain opposition to native depravity, 
Soeause Hey Tavolve BY Glas Trane torts, Sich 
as exists in all human actions; they have a be- 
ginning and an end. But original sin has in 
this life no end, but continues as long as man 
remains upon the earth. It is not an act, but a 
state. The application of the term sin to this 
state is indeed inconvenient, because, according 
to the definition given of sin, native depravity 
cannot be literally so called ; a more appropriates 
name would be, hereditary evil. But since the 
former term is now common among theologians, 
and the thing denoted by it is accordant both 
with reason and scripture, it must be understood, 
and its ground must be known. 

In explanation of the subjective definition of 
sin given s. 73, I.—viz., a free action whieh is 
not conformed to the law of God, or wih.ch devi= 
ates from this law, let the following additional 
remarks be considered. When we would judge 
respecting any action, internal or external, whe- 
ther it is sinful or not, our decision must depend 
apon the three following conditions—viz., 

(1) That the man who commits the action 
rad sufficient knowledge of the law, (nolitia 
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legis.) And this presupposes (a) that the law 
was actually given to man; (b) that it was 
known by this individual, or at least, that it 
snould have been known by him, and that so it 
is his own fault f he remained unacquainted 
with it; and (c) that ne understood the sense of 
the law, or might have understood it. Is any one 
of these conditions wanung, the act contravening 
the law is, indged, an evel, (foolish, hurtful in 
its tendency, &c.,) but not sin. Vide s. 73, if 
Cf. Rom. iv. 15; v. 13, dues¢ia obx érroyertas 
HN Ovt05 voMov. 

(2) That the action does not, in fact, agree 
with the law. The determination of this matter 
~ has often in particular cases more difficulty than 
one would think. The over-anxious and scru- 
pulous man often regards certain actions, both 
internal and external, as sinful, while they are 
not forbidden in the divine law ; and in this way 
he needlessly disquiets himself. Another man 
mistakes on this subject through indifference 
and carelessness. But afar more common fault 
is, to allow self-love to pronounce too light and 
partial a sentence upon our own actions, whiie, 
on the other hand, we judge the actions of others 
too severely. Vide Matt. vii. 3—5. Nor is the 
obligation of the law the same for all. Some 
Jaws are not universally obligatory, but binding 
only on certain individuals, and in particular 
cases. The same action may be sin in one man, 
and not in another. One does it with a convic- 
tion that it is not wrong, and so sins not; the 
other is doubtful, or convinced in his heart 
that it is wrong, and yet does it, and sins. 
This may be applied to the so-called advapopa, 
indifferent things, fastings, amusements, card- 
playing, dancing, &c. Vide Cor. viii. and ix., 
and Rom. xiv. 23. The further discussion of the 
subject of sin ex conscientia errante sive erronea 
belongs to the department of theological Morals. 

(3) That in the commission of the action, 
man had the use of his free-weJl, (co airefovordy, 

or érxevdépa mpoarpests.) An action which we 
have been compelled to do against our will, or 
which we have done without consciousness, 
scannot be rewarded. as our own action. his is 
true not only of evil, but of good actions. In 
order, now, that the action of a man may be free 
and so imputable, he must in doing it (a) be in 
a state in which he can exercise his understand- 
ing, and determine his will according to that 
which his understanding approves ; for this is 
essential to freedom. ‘Therefore no infant, no 
idiot, no insane person, no sleeper or dreamer, 
can commit sin, because he has not the use of | 
his understanding. The shameful words and | 
deeds, the blasphemy, &c., which we often see 
and hear in delirious persons, are not sins, be- 
cause they are not free actions; and if they are 
efterwards disposed to trouble themselves on ac- 
evant of what they may have said or done in 
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such a state, they ought tv be set at rest. In 
order that a man’s action may be free, (4) his 
power to act must not be hindered by externa 
cirermstances. If, therefore, in any case a 
wan is compelled by some external necessity 
to act wholly against his will, or if he is barely 
restrained in acting, so that he cannot proceed 
wholly according to his own will and intent, 
then his action is not free, or at least not per- 
fectly free, and so is not imputable, or is not 
wholly so. Everything depends here upon the 
intention. A man designs to do ag evil deed. 
but is prevented .from accomplishing his pur- 
pose by external circumstances, and so does 
not sin indeed externally, but he does in his 
heart, and in the judgment of God and of his 
own conscience is deserving of punishment 
The case is the same as to the imputation of a 
good act, the execution of which has been pre- 
vented by external circumstances. Vide Matt. 
v. 28, coll. s. 82. 


Il. The different degrees of Sin. 


In common life sins are distinguished into 
gross and great sins, and light and trifling sins, 
and the latter are judged deserving of less pu- 
nishment than the former. This difference ia 
founded in the nature of the thing itself. For 
whoever sins, acts against the obligation which 
rests upon him to fulfil certain duties; but this 
obligation has different degrees, according to 
the difference of the powers of the acting sub- 
ject, and of his motives to action. Hence it 
follows that one commits greater sins who has 
more power and stronger motives for dcing 
right than one with whom these powers and 
motives were weaker Again: the less the 
motives and induesments to sin, and the more 
the reasons which were calculated to deter from 
the commission of it, so much the worse is the 
sin, and so much the more deserving of punish- 
ment. The motives tending to withhold from 
sin are to be judged of from the peculiar situa- 
tion, the circumstances, the mode of thinking. 
and the knowledge of each individual; also, 
according to the nature of tne person or thing 
with respect to which the sin is committed, (e. 
g., Sins against parents, to whom we are under 
greater obligations than to others;) and alse 
according to the consequences which flow from 
the sin. The consideration of this matter, how- 
ever, properly falls into the department of theo- 
logical morals. 

In entire conformity with these principles 
does the holy scripture decide respecting the 
different degrees of sin, and their desert of pu- 
nishment. Vide Matt. v. 22; John, xix, ie 
metSooy duaptia; Luke, xii. 47, 48; Matthew, 
xi, 22—24; 1 Tim. i. 15; 2 Peter, ii, 20, 21. 
But since this differense of degree in sin dew 
pends upon so many things, which are not 
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always obvious, and cannot be duly estimated 
by others; upon the dispositions and intentions 
concealed in the heart of him who acts; upon 
his knowledge, his temptations, his powers and 
capacities; it is often impossible for us in par- 
ticular cases to form a correct judgment. God 
only, who knows the heart of man, and the cir- 
cumstances in which he acts, can judge truly and 
decisively respecting his actions. To him, there- 
fore, should this decision be left. Vide Rom. 
Xiv. 4, ob tis ec 6 xpivav GArdrproy oixérnv; James, 
iv. 12; Matt. vii. 1, seq. On this account, it is 
our wisdom, as well as our duty, although con- 
trary to the common disposition of men, to judge 
ourselves with all possible strictness, but the 
faults of others with forbearance and toleration. 
This, too, is according to the direction of Christ, 
Matt. vii. 1—5, coll. Luke, xiii. 2—5. Baum- 
garten has discussed this subject minutely in his 
‘Diss. de gradibus peccatorum ;”’ Hale, 1744, 
Note 1.—The philosophers both of ancient 
and modern times have been almost entirely 
agreed that there is a difference of degree in 
sins ; with the exception only of the stoics, who 
maintained the paradoxical opinion, that all sins 
are alike. Vide Cicero, Parad. iii.; Seneca, 
Ep. 66; Cicero, De finibus bonor. et malor. iv. 
27, seq. They assumed that all virtues were 
equal ; and hence it followed, by way of contrast, 
that all vices were equal ; and hence, that all the 
virtuous and all the vicious were, in their view, 
on the same level—e. g., one who killed a slave 
without a cause committed, in their view, an 
equal sin with one who abused his father. In 
this doctrine they were opposed chiefly by the 
peripatetics. But although they maintained 
this equality of virtues and of vices, they yet 
ascribed to them a different extent and- limita- 
tion, so that some were capable of palliation, 
-others unpardonable; because some deviated 
more than others from the law; and so with re- 
gard to the virtues, which were judged of by 
them according to their different utility. Hence 
we see that in substance they agreed with others, 
and only differed from them by this striking 
proposition, which they selected on account of 
its strangeness. All which they mean to affirm 
is, that one transgression is as much a trans- 
gression as another; and all, in respect to their 
internal nature, are alike, because they are all 
violations of the rule, and so are opposite to the 
virtues. And the same is taught by the text, 
James, ii. 10,11. But this internal nature of 
virtues and vices cannot be made the standard 
by which their greatness is determined, but the 
consequences which result from them, the pur- 
pose and intention of the soul from which they 
flow, and sometimes even the mere ‘so It 
seems good” of the Jawgiver. Vide Tiedemann, 
System der Stoischen Philosophie, th. ii. s. 
151—156. 
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Note 2.—Some theologians have maintained 
that sin, or rather the guilt of sin, is infinite in 
the philosophical sense, (cu/pam sive reatum 
peceatorum esse infinitum.) ‘They resort to this 
statement in order to explain more easily the 
infiniteness of the satisfaction made by Christ, 
and also the eternity of the punishments of hell. 
Whoever, they say, breaks the laws of the 
Infinite Being, brings upon himself infinite 
guilt, But this statement, taken in the strict 
philosophic sense, is incorrect. For (a) it 
would follow from this that there was no differ- 
ence of objects; for the infinite is always like to 
itself, and cannot be increased or diminished. 
(4) An action which is directed against a parti- 
cular object, does not, of necessity, partake of 
the nature of this object. Whether the object 
is finite or infinite is a matter of indifference 
with regard to the nature of the action, and 
makes no alteration in its character. A finite 
action cannot become infinite, or involve infinite 
guilt, merely because it relates to an infinite ob- 
ject. If it could, then every good action agree- 
ing with the divine law must be infinite, and 
have an infinite worthiness; and so the know- 
ledge which man has of God must be infinite 
because it relates to an infinite being. (¢) This 
whole opinion rests upon a comparison of divine 
and huinan things carried too far, so as to give 
rise, as in innumerable other cases, to mistake. 
We look upon the crimes committed against 
rulers and magistrates as greater than those 
committed against others, and we punish them 
more severely; and this with justice. But the 
reason of this lies not so much in the personal 
character or worth of the injured object, as in 
care for the public welfare or security, which is 
more endangered by any indignity done to the 
magistracy than to a private person. Hence 
this crime, in order to deter others from com- 
mitting it, must be punished more severely 
than others. But this principle cannot be ap- 
plied in its whole extent to God; although such 
human representations are often applied to him. 
For, properly speaking, God cannot be in- 
jured by men; they cannot frustrate any of his. 
plans, nor set aside, disturb, or throw effectual} 
hindrances in the way of any of his counsels. 
Vide Ebethard, Apologie des Sokrates, th. i. s. 
374, f. 


SECTION LXXXIlI. 


DIVISIONS OF SIN IN RESPECT TO THE LAW, TO 
THE KNOWLEDGE AND PURPOSE OF HIM WHO 
COMMITS IT, AND TO THE ACTION ITSELF. 


I. In respect to the Law. 


As the law contains both precepts and prohibi- 
tions, it follows that actions deviating from it 
may be of two kinds—viz., (a) actions forbid- 
den by the law, sins of commission, (peceata 
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commuissionis ;) (b) declining or refusing to per- 
form actions required by the law, sins of omis- 
sion, (peccata omissionis.) The latter kind, as 
well as the former, are mentioned in the Bible, 
and declared to be equally sins, James, iv. 17, 
«‘To him that knoweth to do good, (i. e., who 
has power and opportunity to perform it,) and 
doeth it not, it is sin;’’ or, every omission of 
good, to perform which we are obliged by the 
divine law, is sin. Cf. Luke, xii. 47; Matt. vil. 
19. A man, therefore, who guards merely 
against sins of commission, so that he cannot be 
charged with any open violation of the divine 
will, does not deserve the name of an observer 
of the divine law. To this character he can lay 
claim only when he has not to condemn himself 
for omitting the good which the law required 
him to perform, Thus, not only does he sin 
who does what is forbidden by God, but he too 
who omits to do what God requires. It is, how- 
ever, a common error of men to regard sins of 
omission less than those of commission, because 
they are less externally visible. Some theolo- 
gians, too, have maintained that sins of omission 
were less heinous and punishable than those of 
commission. But this, as a general proposition, 
and applied to all cases, is false. ‘Tomeglect to 
use the powers and faculties given us is often as 
injurious, sometimes more so, than the abuse of 
them in sins of commission. But because the 
evil done in sins of commission is often more 
immediate and obvious than in sins of omission, 
where the effect is more slow and is often lost 
in obscurity, we are easily led to regard the lat- 
ter as less than the former. In the eyes of God, 
the thief and the murderer may be less vile than 
the hardhearted rich man, who refuses to relieve 
his dying neighbour, and suffers him to perish 
of hunger; although the former is severely pu- 
nished by men, while the latter remains unpu- 
nished, and even may enjoy the highest repute 
and honour in the view of men. Christ teaches 
this, Matt. xxv. 41—46, where those who have 
not, fed the hungry and clothed the naked are 
consigned by the Judge of the world to the 
place of torment, as well as other offenders. 
He applies the term xaxomovecy to the omission 
of a good action, Mark, iii. 4; Luke, vi. 9. 


Il. In respect to the Knowledge and the Will of him 
who sins. 


(1) In respect to knowledge. In case of an 
illegal action, ohe either knows the law or he 
does not; hence arises the division of sins into 
those of ignorance and those of knowledge, 
(peccata ignorantix, and peccata cum seientia 
rect conmeissa.) Sin, or transgression of the 
divine law, always presupposes a knowledge of 
this law; for without the knowledge of the law 
there can be no sin. Vides. 81,1. The sin 


of ignorance is not found, therefore, in the case | forgiven him for persecating Christians, 
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of one who is wholly ignorant of the divine law, 
or who has had no opportunity of becoming ae- 
quainted with it; in short, when his ignorance 
is without any fault on his part. Hence Christ 
says, John, xv. 22, 24, « Had I not told it unto 
you, (that I was a divine teacher,) ye would 
not have sinned, (in rejecting me;) and had I 
not done such great miracles, (by which they 
are furnished with the means of judging cor 
rectly respecting me,) they had not had sin.” 
An ignorance of this kind, which is wholly 
without criminality, is called by the schoolmen, 
ignorantia invineibilis; and, however various are 
the explanations which they give of it, they are 
agreed in saying, that it must be excused, and 
cannot be imputed. In particular cases, how- 
ever, it is very difficult to judge respecting 
others, whether the ignorance of any one is, or 
is not, without any fault on his part; for what 
seems to one easy to be known, so that he can 
hardly conceive how it should appear dark or 
difficult, is attended in the view of another with 
insuperable difficulties and hindrances. Hence 
we ought to be very cautious in judging. God 
only can determine infallibly whether, and how 
far, ignorance is attended with criminality. As 
soon, however, as any one neglects the means 
within his reach of acquiring knowledge of the 
law, his ignorance is no longer innocent; he 
commits actual sin, and is liable to punishment. 
In order to a sin of ignorance, it may therefore 
be considered as essential that the person should 
have been able to know the law, and that his 
own negligence and forbearing to inqnire is the 
only cause of his ignorance. ° 

Nearly related to these are sins committed 
through error, (per errorem commissa;) hence . 
they are often classed with sins of ignorance. 
Sins of error are those which are committed 
(a) when one erroneously supposes that a law. 
exists, when in fact there is none—e. g., wher 
one supposes it is his duty to persecute heretics 
and errorists ; (0) when one misunderstands tie 
law, or (c) when, through error, he fails in the 
application of the law to particular cases; o7 
(d) when he judges erroneously respecting the 
obligation under which he is laid by the law. 
The only question now is, whether such an error 
is without fault, or not; whether it was in our 
power to avoid it. These different kinds of sin 
are distinguished in the scriptures, and are al- 
ways there judged of, according to the principles 
here laid down—e. g., Luke, xxiii. 34, Fether, 
forgive them, (there was, therefore, sin in this 
case; for they had had opportunity to become 
better instructed; and yet there were many 
things whic: ‘diminished their guilt; and so 
Christ adds,) for they KNow NoT what they do. 
Acta, tii. 17, xara cyvovaw expdtere and Paul 
says, respecting himself, 1 Tim. i. 13, God had 
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tyvoiy éxoinoa év dstoriz. Sins in general are 
sometimes called dyvoyxuara, Heb. ix. 7. Heb. 
maw, Lev. iv. 2,13, where sins of ignorance of 
every kind are spoken of at length. The fur- 
ther discussion of this subject belongs to theo- 
logical morals. 

(2) In respect to the will. Here, again, it must 
be presupposed, that without the free determina- 
tion of the will no sin can exist. Such an act 
does not depend upon me, and is not to be re- 
garded as mine. Vide s. 81,1. ad finem. In 
order to estimate correctly the sinfulness of hu- 
man actions, and their liability of punishment, 
regard must be had to the motives and induce- 
ments which act on the human will, and the re- 
lations of men with regard to them, and the 
situation in which the offender is placed. Ac- 
cording to these circumstances must the degree 
of the sinfulness of actions b2 judged and esti- 
mated. Sins may be divided, in respect to the 
intention with which they are committed, into 
the following classes—viz., 

A. InvoLunrTary sins, when one transgresses 
the law of God, without having formed a proper 
resolution or purpose of so doing, (si abstt con- 
stliwm peceandi.) Among these are :— 

(a) Sins of precipitancy, ‘‘qux,” as Cicero 
says, (Officiis, I. 8,) ‘repentina aliquo motu 
animé accidunt,”’ in opposition to deliberate sins, 
prepense and aforethought. Sins of this kind are 
committed when persons act so precipitately that 
they do not once think of the law forbidding the 
action which they perform, or do not duly con- 
sider the reasons which lie against it. They 
ought to be carefully distinguished from sins 
which are committed through /evity. In order 
that a trespass committed by me should be 
through mere precipitancy, I must not have 
sought the opportunity to sin; the time between 
the resolution and the action must have been 
very short, and the feeling which has carried 
me away must have been very strong. The 
sin, too, must be followed by deep repentance, 
and a firm resolve to avoid the same in future. 
Such sins of precipitancy ought not, however, 
to be lightly regarded, because they often plunge 
us into great calamity, and, if often repeated, 
cease to be sins of precipitancy. Sins of this 
nature are mentioned in Gal. vi. 1, where Chris- 
tians are exhorted to be on their guard against 
them, and to endeavour, in the spirit of meek- 
ness, to restore those who have committed them. 
Vide also Psalm Ixxiii. 2, coll. ver. 23, seq. 

(b) Sins of weakness, (pcecata inférmitalis. ) 
These, in the strictest sense of the term, can 
take place only when one knows that what he 
does is against the law, but yet is not physically 
able to forbear doing it. ‘They are seen In per- 
sons who are not sufficiently confirmed in good- 
ness, who have not a settled habit of doing 
right, and whose passions are very violent. 


301 


Sins, however, cannot be said to be committed 
from mere weakness, unless he who commits 
them has used on his part a proper watchful- 
ness, and has resisted his evil desires, and 
found, after all, that it was impossible for him 
wholly to exclude them from his mind, or to 
fulfil his duties and his good intentions. his 
is the case of which Christ speaks, Matt. xxvi. 
41, «The spirit is willing (xpoSvpor) ; but the 
jiesh (i. e., the body, by which the soul is so 
much influenced) is weak (doSevns) 5”? 1. €., as 
weak men, whose spirit dwelt in a disordered 
body, they were not able to execute the good 
purposes for which they had a willingness. 
The general maxim contained in this passage is 
the following: men are often hindered by sense 
and passion from the execution of their best 
purposes, and yield to the inducements to sin. 
The scriptures, therefore, always presuppose 
in these sins a certain goodness of heart, and 
the serious purpose of avoiding sin, and deep 
repentance on account of it when it has been 
committed. Men, therefore, who are totally 
corrupt, and in whom all moral sense is sup- 
pressed, cannot commit sins of weakness; 
though, on the other hand, it is not entirely 
true, according to the common affirmation of 
some theologians, that the pious only and the 
truly revenerate can commit sins of weakness 
and precipitancy, and that, as some will say, 
all the sins of the unrenewed are to be regarded 
as sins of design, (Germ. Bosheitsstinden.) 
For, as-even the pious man is frequently borne 
away by the violence of passion to the inconsi- 
derate commission of deeds which are against 
his own will and purpose; this must certainly 
be much oftener the case with unrenewed men; 
and unless they are in a high degree corrupt and 
vicious, it cannot be affirmed with certainty re- 
specting them, that they always sin from sheer 
wickedness, and that they never fight against 
sin and endeavour to resist it. For a man who 
is addicted to a particular vice, and who often 
commits one sin, may yet have in him much 
which is good, and strive with earnestness and 
zeal against other sins to which he is tempted. 
Now, little as sin can in any case be approved 
or exculpated, it is yet true that many very 
gross outbreakings of sin in particular cases 
and persons are to be considered as sins of 
weakness and precipitancy, and that the Om- 
niscient Being often passes a different judg- 
ment, with regard to the morality of such ac- 
tions, from that which men commonly form, or 
are able to form. This is the case, for exam- 
ple, with theft, suicide, homicide, infanticide, 
and other similar crimes, which, on account of 
their consequences, need to be severely punish- 
ed by human courts. 

B. Votuntary sins, peecata voluntaria, oF 


prozretica, (from mpoatpsors, propesttum, eon 
2C 
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silium.) These are committe] with a determi- 
nation of breaking the law of God. 

(a) When any one knows the Jaw, and, be- 
fore he sins, distinctly recollects it, or might 
easily recollect it, and yet proceeds to sin, then 
his sin is voluntary ; so also, when he delights 
himself in the sin which he has committed, ap- 
proves of it, and wishes for an opportunity to 
repeat it, notwithstanding he is convinced, or 
might be, that the act is opposed to the divine 
law. 

(b) A sin does not cease to be voluntary and 
deliberate, because he who commits it may have 
been urged on by the command, the threat, the 
solicitation, or the contempt, of men. For in 
this case it is in my power to leave the sin un- 
*one; and if I commit it, I form the resolution 
of breaking the law of God in order to escape 
an evil threatened me by man. Vide Matt. x. 
28. An exception is of course made with re- 
gard to proper physical compulsion—e. g., if one 
strikes another with my hand, against my own 
will, the action in such a case is no more mine. 

(c) It is not necessary that every voluntary 
sin should be a gross one; even the smallest 
violation of the law which takes place with de- 
liberation is a voluntary sin; and it may even 
be that an action which is not in itself sinful, 
and which is only regarded as such from an 
unenlightened conscience may become a volun- 
tary sin by being deliberately performed; for 
the person in such a case forms a resolution to 
break the law of God—e. g., when one regards 
eard-playing as forbidden, and yet plays. Vide 
yy fell yells Or 

(d) The highest degree of voluntary sin is 
that in which one sins with willingness, from 
mere wickedness, and for the sake of the sin it- 
self, (peccatum frivolum, or éxovstov.) Every 
such sin is indeed voluntary ; but every volun- 
tary sin does not spring from pure malice or 
evil. Such a sin exists only when one violates 
the law without being tempted to it by external 
solicitations or opportunities. There are, there- 
fore, many voluntary sins which do not result 
from this pure evil, and which are not commit- 
ted with this perfect cordiality ; but which may 
be even reluogantly performed, through fear of 
persecution, contempt, or some other cause. In 
such a ease, we have the sin of purpose, not of 
mere evil. Should one in opposition to his own 
convictions renounce religion at a time of per- 
secution, or when irreligious opinions were pre- 
valent, he would sin voluntarily ; but for him to 
do this without the influence of persecution, of 
danger, or of any solicitation from without, 
would be to sin cordially and from entire wick- 
edness. Paul names this sinning éxovotis, Heb. 
x. 26, where he speaks of just such a denial of 
the faith, and justly declares it to be one of the 
wost heinous and unpardonable of crimes. 
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e) When from the frequent repetition of a 
sin, a habit is formed, this sin thus made habi- 
tual is denominated a vice; e. g., the vice oF 
drunkenness, &c. The term vice is used in two 
senses—viz., sometimes to denote the habit it- 
self of acting against the divine law ; sometimes 
to denote the particular actions which originate 
in such a habit. ‘Thus when :t is said, a man 
is guilty of a great vice, the meaning is, that he 
has committed a sinful action which with him 
is habitual. Hence every vicious man is a sin- 
ner—i. e., a transgresso1 of the divine law; but 
every sinner is*not of necessity vicious. Cf. 
Michaelis, Von der Stinde, s. 337, seq. and 
Toellner, Theologische Untersuchungen, th. i. 
b. 2, Num. 7. 

Note.—As the sacred writers always proceed 
on the principle that God, as ruler, has a right 
to prescribe laws to men, and that men, as his 
subjects, are always bound to obey; they de- 
scribe those who knowingly and wilfully trans- 


| gress his authority, as enemies, rebels, and in- 


surgents, and their crimes, as rebellion, enmity, 
&c.; so Psalm viii. 3; Rom. vili. 7; James, iv. 
4. On the contrary, the virtuous man is de- 
scribed in the Bible as obedient and submissive 
(ay), who willingly and cheerfully bows to 
the authority of God. Humility often stands 
for piety, and pride for wic/edness,—intentional 
and deliberate sins; and the proud are those 
who commit them. Vide Ps. cxix. 21, 51; 
xxv. 9. Why are the virtuous called humble 
and obedient? AJ} virtue should proceed from 
religious motives, from thankful love, and a~ 
spirit of obedience towards God. 

(3) In respect to the actions themselves, or 
the acting subject, sins are divided into internal 
and external. We act either with our souls 
simply, or with them in connexion with the 
body, of which the soul thakes use as its organ. 
This division is found in the New Testament, 
Matt. ix. 4; Rom. iii. 13, seq.; 2 Cor. vii. 1, 
(worvouds capxds xai rvevuatos.) Peecata actu- 
alia interna, are these which are committed 
merely in heart, or in thought. They are also 
called actiones (pravas) animi, and are compre- 
hended by Paul under the term %pya, Gal. v. 19, 
seq. coll. Rom. i, 28—31. Among these, how- 
ever, we are not to include those evil desires 
that rise involuntarily and without guilt in the 
hearts of men; which are rather the disease of 
the soul than its guilt. They are committed 
only when the desires after forbidden things 
rising in the heart are cherished, entertained, 
delighted in, and executed; in short, when, as 
James says, (ch. i. 15,) sin is conceived in the 
heart. @Cf. s. 78, IV. 

Peccata actualia ©XTERNA, are those unlawful 
actions which one commits with the body and 
its members. They are divided. according te 
the different manner in which the disposition of 
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the soul is made known through the body, into 
peccata oris or lingue, (Matt. v. 22; Rom. iii. 
14; James, iii. 2,) gestwum and operis. The 
external or bodily actions of men are, however, 
only so far sinful and liable to punishment, as 
they depend on the soul or the will, Matt. xv. 
18—20 ; otherwise, they cannot be denominated 
sins. Vide No. II. 2, of this section. Hence 
Christ calls the heart of man the treasury 
(S7joavpos) of good and evil, where good and 
evil actions lie concealed, and are prepared, be- 
fore they are externally exhibited; Matthew, 
xii. 34, 35, coll. Mark, vii. 21. The body is 
merely the instrument or subject, which obeys 
the commands of the soul. Hence it is plain 
that it is false to consider internal sins as less 
heinous and deserving of punishment than ex- 
ternal sins, as is commonly done. This mistake 
results from the fact that internal sins are con- 
cealed from the view of men, and é&annot there- 
fore be punished by them. We deceive our- 
selves here also, by conceiving of the relation 
between men and God as about the same as that 
which subsists between man and his fellow 
man, especially like that between subjects and 
a human ruler, where thoughts are not liable to 
punishment, so long as they remain mere 
thoughts, and are unknown to other men. But 
to God the mere thoughts of men are as much 
known as their outward actions. Vide 1 Cor. 
iv. 5, and s. 22; and he can therefore bring 
hem intogjudgment for the one as well as for 
the other. Hence, in the Bible, the very signi- 
ficant epithet, xapdcoyydorns (22 ph) is applied 
to God. It is also obvious that in very many 
cases internal sins are, in the sight of God, 
more heinous and ill-deserving than external. 
For example: one man occupies his fancy with 
shameless and unchaste images. He commits 
internal sin, although no other man can reproach 
him for it, or punish him, because it is done 
merely in heart. Another man, ordinarily 
chaste, is borne away by passion at one time 
actually to commit fornication or adultery, and 
thus brings upon himself shame or punishment 
from man, while the other goes free. Both 
have sinned. But which of the two sins is, in 
the sight of God, of the darkest character and 
the most deserving of punishment, the internal 
or the external?. The decision in this case is 
not difficult; and if we, like the omniscient God, 
«new the heart, we should all decide in the 
same manner with regard to offences of this na- 
ture. Hence Christ says, Matt. v. 28, whoever 
looks upon a woman to lust after her hath com- 
mitted adultery with her alrea’y in his heart. 
Cato pronounced justly a similar judgment: 
Furtum sine ulla quoque attrectatione fier posse, 
sola MENTE alque ANIMO, ut furtum fiat, ADNI- 
ernré; Gellius, xi. 18, ad finem. 
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SECTION LXXXIII. 


OF SOME OTHER DIVISIONS OF SIN AND SINS OF 
PARTICIPATION. 


. 1. Some minor divisions of sins. 


Besines the divisions of sin already mention- 
ed, s. 82, there are also many others which are 
either wanting in exactness and philosophic cor- 
rectness, or are of less consequence, as they 
cast but little light upon the doctrine itself, and 
only furnish some contingent characteristics of 
particular kinds of sin. Some of them are also 
liable to great abuse. Still, as they are fre- 
quently found in the writings of the schoolmen 
and of modern theologians, it is necessary to 
understand them as matters of history. 

(1) The division of sins in respect to the 
object of the law against which the sin is com- 
mitted into those which are committed against 
God, against one’s nezghbour, and against vune- 
se/f, is a very common division, but far from be- 
ing accurate and just. For the object of every 
sin, if the formale of it is considered, is God. 
The obligation to obey the law issues from him 
as the supreme Ruler and Lawgiver. Again; 
every one who commits a sin, of whatever kind 
it may be, sins in each case against himself. 
For in the commission of it he most injures 
himself. 

Note.—We may here notice the division of 
sins which is found among the schoolmen, into 
peccata philosophica (those committed against 
the laws of nature), and peccata theologica, 
(those committed against the revealed will of 
God.) But no characteristics can be given by 
which these two kinds of sinning can be distin- 
guished from each other; and the guilt and ill 
desert of both must be necessarily equal, since 
God is no less the author of the laws of nature 
than of those of Revelation. We may learn 
something of the great abuse of this division, 
of which some of the Jesuits since the close of 
the seventeenth century have been chargeable, 
from church history and theological ethics. 

(2) Sins have been divided, in respect to 
their greater or less guilt and desert of punish- 
ment, into mortalia or non-venalia ; (unpardor 
able), and venalia (pardonable) ;—sins wnto 
death, and venial sins. The phrase sin unto 
death is taken from 1 John, v. 16, where, how- 
ever it has an entirely different meaning from 
that which is given to it in this connexion—viz., 
punishment with death at a human tribunal, a 
crime worthy of death, a capital crime. But this 

hrase, as used by theologians, is taken in the 
Hebrew sense, and denotes sins which draw 
after them death—i. e., divine punishment—e. 
g., John, viii. 21, 24, dwoSavetode év 77H Gaps io 
huor. The term peccatum veniale is found even 
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in Augustine, Very different opinions, however, 
are entertained by theologians as to the mean- 
ing of this division; and there has been much 
controversy about it, especially between the the- 
ologians of the Roman and the protestant church. 
In order that this term may be understood in a 
sense conformed to the Bible, it must be ex- 
plained in the following way; every sin, as such, 
deserves punishment, (Savarov dmoxter, James, 
i. 15,) nor do the least remain unpunished. 
The pious man, therefore, either does not sin at 
all, or if he sins, deserves punishment, (death.) 
But if any one has sinned through ignorance, 
heedlessness, human weakness, or precipitancy, 
he may hope for the pardon (veniam) of his sin, 
since he did not commit it with deliberate pur- 
pose. Vide s. 82. Heinous sins remain al- 
ways deserving of punishment; but those who 
repent of their sins and with all their hearts 
turn from them, receive, according to the doc- 
trine of the scriptures, pardon from God, through 
faith in Jesus Christ; and the Christian knows, 

‘that through his faith his sins are truly forgiven 
him. Vide Rom. viii. 1, otdéy xaraxpya. 1 
John, i. 9, coll. ii. 1; Ps. ciii. 8—18. 

(3) As the phrase fo cry to Heaven is used in 
the Bible with reference to particular sins, some 
have thence taken occasion to introduce the di- 
vision of sins into clamantia and non-clamantia. 
The texts are, Gen. iv. 10; xviii. 20; Ex. iii. 7; 
James, v. 4, coll. Is. xxii. 14. The sins men- 
tioned in these passages have been comprised in 
the following distich :— 


«Clamitat ad celum vox sanguinis et Sodomorum, 
Vox oppressorum, merces detenta laborum.” 


But this crying to Heaven is not given in the 
Bible as the definite mark of any particular sins, 
and it may be spoken of many others besides 
those to which it is actually applied. It depends 
merely upon the circumstances. It is prosopo- 
pia, and is used to denote great and aggravated 
offences, which have terrible consequences, but 
which are not punished in this world, either be- 
cause they remain undiscovered, or becatise, on 
account of great public corruption, they are not 
regarded as sins. Respecting such sins, the He- 
brew says, they cry to God, or, they call to God 
for revenge—i. e., they are punished by God 
with pecunar severity, althongh overlooked by 
men. Among sins of this nature, e. g., is per- 
Jury, respecting which it is expressly said, Ex. 
xx. 7, that God will not forbear to punish it, 
although the phrase crying to Heaven is never 
used with respect to itin the Bible. On the 
contrary, it is said, respecting the blood of 
Christ, Heb. xii. 24, that it speaks. better things 
than the blood of Abel; it calls upon God for 
favour and the forgiveness of sins, or it results 
in this, that God does pardon; while Abel’s 
ood calied on God to punish, or was followed 
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by this consequence, that God punisted the 
murderer. In connexion with these texts, vide 
Sir. xxxv. 18, «The tears of the wicow cry 
over themselves (to Heaven) against him who 
extorts them.” ; 


Ul. Participation in the sins of others. 


In 1 Tim. v. 22, Paul makes use of the lan» 
guage xowdver apapriais arrorprars. “A sin of 
participation is committed by any one, when the 
unlawful action, though not performed imme- 
diately by him, is yet done mediately through 
him, or, which is the same thing, is occasioned, 
aided, and abetted by him. Everything, there- 
fore, by which I give to my fellow man oppor- 
nity, inducement, or occasion to sin, is a sin of 
participation. The guilt which rests upon me 
is greater or less, in proportion as I could have 
foreseen, or did actually foresee and approve, 
the sins which my fellow man has committed 
in consequence of these opportunities and in- 
ducements which I placed in his way. In a 
great variety of ways can one give to another 
occasion to sin;—by command, by bad advice 
and counsel (John, xviii. 14; 2 Sam. xvi. 21), 
by praising wicked deeds, by concealment, by 
omitting to place all possible resistance in the 
way of the sin, or by failing to give needful admo- 
nition, warning, or correction, (1 Sam, iii. 13.) 
The mere participator, however, bas not always 
equal guilt with the one who himself directly 
commits the sin. The guilt of the gne may be 
eteater or less than that of the other, or that of 
both may be equal; and this will be according 
to the circumstances in each particular case. 
The more full discussion of the whole sub. 
ject belongs properly to the department of 
morals. 

There is one class of sins of participation 
which deserves more particular notice here, al- 
though the consideration of it at large bel-ngs 
to theological morals—viz., scandals, so called. 
We subjoin only a few remarks. SxdvSanov 
(vipm) is, literally, anything by which one is 
made to fall; it then signifies anything by 
which one is injured—e. g., snares, plots; 
finally, in a moral sense, it denotes not only 
every deliberate and designed solicitation of an- 
other to evil, hut also everything by which one 
gives to another occasion to sin, even in a more 
indirect way, and if he had no intention of so 
doing—e. g., the bad example which one sets 
before another. This term is sometimes used 
in the discourses of Jesus to signify temptation 
to apostasy from Christianity—e. g., Matt, 
xviii. 6; John, xvi. 1; but it is also used by 
Christ in a wider sense—e. g., Matt. xvii. 27, 
where it denotes the inducement to disobey ma- 
gistrates, which one offers to another by his 
conduct; and in general oxavdaaieu 18 with 
him to give oceaston to sin, to tempt, Mat' v. 
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29,30. Such an offence or scandal may be 
committed either in word or in external deed. 
Actions and words may in themselves be right 
and innocent; but if one can foresee that by them 
another may be led into sin, it is his duty to re- 
frain from them. On these principles, Paul 
judges respecting the eating of meats regarded 
as unlawful, and of flesh offered to idols, in pre- 
sence of persons who had conscientious scruples 
respecting it, Rom. xiv. 20—25; 1 Cor. viii. 
10—13. The maxims which Paul lays down 
in these places are very important and worthy 
of being laid to heart, because they are applica- 
ble to all similar cases. The accountability 
and ill-desert of a person guilty of such an of- 
fence is different, in proportion to the deed it- 
self and its consequences. The easier it is to 
avoid the seductive action, the more important 
the office and station of the one who does it; 
the mere unlawful the action is in itself, and 
the greater the evil done by it, so much the 
greater and more deserving of punishment is 
the offence. 

Scandals or offences are sometimes divided, 
in respect to the subject, into those géven and 
those recezw#ed—a division, however, which is in 
many respects inconvenient; it is further treated 
of in theological morals. Scandals given are 
those actions of an injurious tendency, to the 


emission of which one is obligated, either from | 
the nature of the actions themselves, or from the | 


particular circumstances of the case. To com- 
mit an action in such a case is oxavdaaCew rive 
(activé), Matt. xviii. 6. Scandals received are 
such actions as may prove temptations to some 
one, but which are either in themselves good 
and according to duty, or at. least indifferent in 
their moral character. In the first case, one 
may give offence or occasion sin without being 
accessory to it, and so without sin on his part. 
In the second case, it is a duty to abstain from 
the action, according to the advice of Paul, as 
we have seen above. This scandalum acceptum 
is oxarvdanrrsd7vas éy cum, Matt. xi. 65 xiii. 57 (the 
first case) ; Rom. xiv. 21, (the second case.) 

In judging of sins of participation and of 
scandals, moralists often mistake by carrying 
the matter too far in theory, and thus weaken- 
ing the effect of their rule; as, on the other 
hand, men in common life are apt to judge too 
lightly and indulgently respecting such sins. In 
order to guard against this latter fault, which is 
often very injurious, it is well to reverse the 
case, and see how we should judge respecting 
participation in good, virtuous, and noble ac- 
tions, and how careful we should he to make 
out our title to reward in consequence of this 
participation. In this way many incautious 
decisions respecting these sins would be pre- 
vented. 

39 
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SECTION LXXXIV. 


OF THE BLASPHEMY AGAINST THE HOLY GHOST, 
OR THE SIN AGAINST THE HOLY GHOST. 


Tue latter phrase (the sin against the Holy 
Ghost), which is introduced into theology, is 
both unscriptural and very inconvenient, on ae- 
count of its indefiniteness and vagueness. For 
there are many sins against the Holy Ghost 
which are not yet blasphemy against him. Vide 
Acts, vii. 51; 1 Thess. iv. 8. The blasphemy 
of the Holy Ghost (Bracpnuca, or rdyos eis nvev= 
Ha wywor) is the sin which is intended in this 
discussion ; and this, too, is the scriptural mode 
of expressing it. The proof-texts properly re- 
lating to this subject are, Matt. xii. 31, 32; 
Mark, iii. 28—30; Luke, xii. 10; with which 
many compare the texts Heb. vi. 4—6; x. 29; 
1 Pet. iv. 14; John, xv. 22—24, &., although 
their reference to this subject is disputed by 
others. 


I. Historical Observations. 


Even among the ancients the explanations 
given of this subject were very diverse, and 
often very indefinite and unsettled. Athanasins 
wrote a whole dissertation on this subject; Ep. 
4, ad Serapion. In this he states, among other 
things, the opinion of Origen, that “all the sins 
committed after baptism were sins against the 
Holy Ghost.” But in the writings of Origen 
now extant, he places the sin against the Holy 
Ghost in the denial of the divinity of Jesus 
Christ, by means of which he performed mira- 
cles (works of the Holy Spirit.) So Theognos- 
tus of Alexandria, Hilarius, and Ambrosius, 
although the latter in one place explains him- 
self differently. In the Pastor of Hermas this 
sin is explained to be blasphemy in general. 

Since the fourth century, two explanations 
have, however, found the most approbation; and 
although they are both very differently modified, 
yet the most diverse representations can be ar- 
ranged under the one or the other of these gene- 
ral classes, (1) The explanation of Chrysos 
tom (Hom. 42, in Matt.), to which Hieronymus 
also assents, (Comm. in Matt. 12.) According 
to them, one commits the sin against the Holy 
Ghost who asserts that the miracles performed 
by Christ through the aid of the Holy Ghost 
were done by the agency of an evil spirit. (2) 
The other is the opinion of Augustine. He 
is not indeed always consistent with himself in 
his views respecting the kind of sin which 
should be regarded as the sin against the Holy 
Ghost. But he makes the principal character 
of this sin to be the obstinate impenitence of the 
sinner till the close of his life, and from this 
circumstance he explains it hat this sin is mot 
forgiven. 

2c2 
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To one or the other of these explanations most 
of the theologians of the Western church have 
attached themselves, at least in general. The 
reformers of the sixteenth century came out of 
the school of Augustine, and generally adopted 
his views on this subject. Hence the following 
description of this sin was the most common 
among the Lutheran theologians of the sixteenth, 
seventeenth, and a part of the eighteenth centu- 
ries—viz., it is committed when any one recog- 
nises the Christian doctrine as divine, and in- 
wardly approves it, but yet denies it against 
his own convictions, opposes and blasphemes 
it, and perseveres in this deliberate contempt of 
all the means of grace, through which the Holy 
Spirit acts upon his heart, even till the close of 
life. 

Against this view, however, many difficulties 
have been urged. (a) Itis said that in the texts 
of scripture above cited the ordinary operations 
of the Spirit of God are not intended, but the 
extraordinary. 
in until death, is followed by condemnation ; and 
that this cannot therefore be a distinguishing 
characteristic of the sin against the Holy Ghost. 
For these reasons other theologians prefer the 
opinion of Chrysostom and Hieronymus—e. g., 
most of the Arminian theologians, and, after 
them, Stackhouse, Tillotson, and other English 
divines. These again were followed by most 
of the German Lutheran theologians of the eigh- 
teenth century, after Pfaff, Schubert, Baum- 
garten, and others, had assented to this view. 
For the opinions of the theologians of the Rom- 
ish church on this point, vide Mart. Gerbert, 
De peccato in Sp. S., S. Blasii, 1760; and Hirt, 
De logomachiis cirea Doctrinam de Spiritu 
Sancto obviis, where the opinions of the Lu- 
theran theologians are carefully collected. Vide 
Neesselt’s «‘ Biicherkenntniss” for an account 
of an almost innumerable multitude of other 
works on this subject—e. ¢., those of Feuerborn, 
Museus, Schubert, Zellner, Hauber, Flatt (a 
prize essay, 1770), Buchwitz, Semler (1768), 
&e. 


IL. Scriptural Representation. 


The Pharisees and Scribes attributed the 
miracles which Jesus wrought to confirm and 
establish his divine mission, to the devil, with 
the malicious purpose of rendering Jesus sus- 
pected in the view of the people, upon whom 
his miracles had produced a great impression, 
as being a magician, standing in alliance with 
the devil. It was this wicked calumny which 
led Jesus to make tke ueclaration respecting the 
unpardonableness of the blasphemy against the 
Holy Ghost, according to the express informa- 
tion of Mark, ¢. iii. 30. The following remarks 
may serve to explain this declaration of Jesus:-— 

(a) Baoopyuca is any slander or calumny 


(6) That every sin, persevered . 
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which aims to disgrace or dishonour any one 
whether it be God or created beings, angels ané 
men, 2 Pet. ii. 10, 11; Mark, vii. 22. In thie 
passage it is used in the widest sense, and s¢ 
includes both. (It is inaccurately rendered by 
Luther, in Mark, iii. 28, blasphemy agatns) 
God.) Therefore Christ says, ‘¢ All other sins, 
and even blasphemies (against God and men), 
may be forgiven to men (if they seek forgive- 
ness in the appointed way); but for that sin 
alone, which is committed by blasphemy against 
the Holy Ghost, is no forgiveness to be expect- 
ed. It is the most heinous of all sins. 

(5) The phrase Son of man is sometimes ap- 
plied to the Messiah, considered in his whole 
character (SeavSpaztos) 5 it is however borrowed 
from his inferior nature, and relates chiefly to 
his humanity. The contemporaries of Jesus 
were especially offended by the humiliation of 
the Son of man, which was so contradictory to 
their expectations respecting the Messiah, Matt. 
xi. 6; 1 Cor. i. 23. Blasphemy directed against 
the Messiah was indeed, in all cases, a great 
offence; but in the ignorant and misguided 
multitude it was by no means so great a sin as 
in those who led them astray; and, hence in 
their case there was hope of pardon. They 
were among those who knew not what they did, 
Luke, xxiii. 34. 

(c) The case was very different with the 
Pharisees; they blasphemed against the Holy 
Ghost, since they knew that the Holy Ghost 
acted through Christ, but yet denied it, and cast 
contempt upon his agency. The support and 
guidance of the Son of man is constantly as- 
cribed by Christ and the apostles to the Holy 
Spirit. Vide Matt. iii. 16; John, iii. 34; Acts, 
x. 38. It is not, however, the personal dignity 
of the Holy Ghost, as God, which is here 
spoken of, nor does Christ design to say that a 
sin against one divine person is greater than 
against another,—for which no reason can be 
supposed; nor would he intimate that the Holy 
Ghost was superior to himself and the Father; 
for, according to his instructions, they are equal 
in dignity; but he speaks only of the operations 
of the Holy Spirit, and of his manifestation, 
which was so plainly exhibited in Christ. For 
the work of God and the work of the devil are 
here opposed to each other, and in Mark, iii. 29, 
30, rvedua ayvoy and xvedua axdSaprov: and in- 
stead of the phrase, fo cast out devils by the spi- 
rit of God, which is found, Matt. xii. 28, we 
find the phrase, by the finger of God, used in 
Luke, xi. 20. The sin here described is there- 
fore called blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, 
because it is committed against those divine 
operations which are especially ascribed to the 
Holy Ghost as his economic work. But it 
does not follow that the personal dignity of the 
Holy Ghost is greater than that of the Father 
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orthe Son. The Pharisees, therefore, cormitted 
the sin against the Holy Ghost not only by ob- 
stinately denying, against their own convictions, 
the miracles which Jesus performed in proof of 
his divine mission, and which they knew in 
their hearts to be performed through divine 
agency, but by giving them out as imposture 
and the effect of an evil spirit, with whom Jesus 
stood in alliance, in order thus to render his 
doctrine suspicious. ‘This, considering the cir- 
cumstances in which the Pharisees were, shew- 
ed a high degree of wickedness, and was actual 
blasphemy against God—a designed and deli- 
berate blasphemy, too, which they were by no 
means disposed to repent of or toretract. Here 
two questions arise—viz., 

(1) Can the sin against the Holy Ghost be still 
committed at the present time? Those who adopt 
the opinion of Augustine commonly affirm that 
itcan. But among those theologians who have 
explained these texts after the manner of Chry- 
sostom and Hieronymus, the opinions on this 
subject vary. (@) Some of them maintain the 
affirmative. They think that whoever denies 
the miracles of Christ, casts contempt upon 
them, or gives them out as deception, impos- 
ture, or magic, still commits this sin, although 
(as they sometimes cautiously add) no one can 
undertake to decide whether it has been commit- 
ted by another. (>) But the other side was taken 
long ago by some Arminian theologians, (e. g., 
by Limborech.) They maintained that only eye- 
witnesses of Christ’s miracles, as the Pharisees 
were, could be guilty of this sin, because no 
others had equal advantages for attaining to a 
full and undoubting conviction of their certainty. 
Those in our times who pursue the general 
course of the Pharisees, deny and ridicule events 
respecting the historic truth and credibility of 
which they are in doubt, or which they suppose 
never to have taken place. Hence it is con- 
cluded that this sin can no more be committed, 
because miracles are no longer performed. So 
Pfaff reasoned, and after him many protestant 
theologians. (c) There is still, however, one 
case in which the same sin which was commit- 


ted by the Pharisees may be sti!l committed— | 


viz., where one is fully convinced of the historic 
truth of the miracles of Jesus, and that they were 
done through the divine power, and yet, in total 
opposition to his own convictions, and with the 
same malicious purpose which the Pharisees 
had, pronounces them to be imposture and de- 
ception, the effect of magic or other wicked arts. 
This would in reality be the same case with 
that of the Pharisees. For the circumstance of 
having seen the miracles oneself is of no special 
consequence, and it is enough if one be con- 
vinced of their truth. When the conviction of 
the truth of the miracles is equally strong in 
one who has not seen them and in one who has, 
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the same degree of guilt would seem to be ne 
cessarily involved in denying them. Such ¢ 
case indeed will seldom occur, but the possibi- 
lity of it must be admitted. 

(2) Why does Christ affirm, that this sin cannoc 
be forgiven? and what does he mean by this decla- 
ration? The theologians who adopt Augustine’ 
hypothesis, understand here a real cmpossibility. 
in the proper and philosophical sense, and derive 
it from the nature of the sin itself, as being con- 
tinued to the end of life; respecting which vide 
supra. ‘Those who follow the other hypothesis 
have different opinions on this subject. Some 
understand a real impossibility, but do not enter 
upon the question, why it is impossible. Othere 
take the ground, that this language means only 
that this sin is forgiven with great difficulty 
So most of the theologians of the Romish churck 
who ad pt this hypothesis; also many of the 
Arminian theologians and commentators; like- 
wise Heamann, HF faff, and other protestants 
These again are divided in their opinions, since 
some suppose that Christ spoke conditionally. 
meaning that this sin could not be forgiven 7f 7: 
were not repented of; nd others, that Christ here 
uses the language of feeling, which is accord- 
ingly to be understood hyperbolically, and not 
literally Wide Koppe, Quo sensu peccato in 
Spiritum Sanctum venia a Christo negata fues 
rit; Gott. 1781. 

On this question we will give our own judg- 
ment. The words of Jesus are, ovx dpSnoeros 
£l$ TOY GLUVA—OUTE EV TOUTE TQ Girl, OTE EY 
TQ ménnovee (i. €., according to the wsus loquends 
of the Jews, neither here nor hereafter); tvoyos 
EotwW aiwriov xpicews, OF, according to another 
reading, auaprias, (he incurs the guilt of a sin 
never to be pardoned, and for which he must 
endure the pains of hell.) ‘The meaning cannot 
be, that God cannot forgive such a sin. For 
one who has sinned in a manner ever so aggra- 
vated, may yet repent and reform, and then he 
surely receives forgiveness; and this is truly 
said respecting blasphemy against God of any 
other kind. It is obvious that Christ here speaks 
with feeling and righteous indignation; this is 
proved by all his words; and on this account it 
is unwarrantable in us to give these terms an 
universal sense, and to apply them to every 
similar case. This Koppe has well shewn in 
the Essay before mentioned. But although 
Christ spoke with feeling, it does not follow 
that he went too far, or affirmed anything whicr 
is not in strict accordance with truth. For the 
feeling which Christ exhibits is never accom: 
panied either by error or sin. The case properls 
stands thus: (a) all experience shews that 3 
man who has arrived at such a point of wicked. 
ness seldom comes to a knowledge of the trati 
or to repentance; hence Paul says, with regare 
to such sinners, ddivacoy yap, x. 7. 2-3 Heb. wi 
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4—-6. Vide other texts cited at the beginning 
ot this section. (b) But Christ, as one who 
knows the heart, was most firmly convinced 
that those whom he addressed would never re- 
pent of that deliberate blasphemy, but would 
persevere in it to the end. ‘The reason why he 
spoke so decidedly was, that he knew what was 
tn man, and did not need that any one should 
teach him; John, ii. 25; xvi. 30. In this way, 
the theories of Augustine and of Chrysostom 
somewhat agree on this point; and we have also 
a plain reason why Christ speaks so decidedly 
in this case, while yet we cannot do so in simi- 
lar cases. 


SECTION LXXXV.. 


OF THE STATE INTO WHICH MEN ARE BROUGHT BY 
THE COMMISSION OF SIN, AND THE DIFFERENT 
KINDS AND NAMES OF IT. 


I. The state of sinners in respect to their conduet 
and disposition. 


Tose in whose hearts evil desires no more 
prevail, but rather virtuous feelings and a dis- 
position inclined to moral good, are called wp- 
right, virtuous, (probos, honestos;) but those 
who are thus, out of regard to God—i. e., from 
obedience to the known will and command of 
God, and from thankful love to him—are called 
pious (pios), religious; although this distinction 
is not always observed in common discourse. 
The latter is the state which we are required 
to possess by the precepts of Christianity. A 
short summary of Christian doctrine on this 
point is contained in the first epistle of John. 
The Bible recognises no other virtue or holi- 
ness than that which springs from religious 
motives; religious virtue, we are there taught, 
is the only virtue which has true worth in 
the sight of God; and this we are tanght even 
in the Old Testament. Those who possess 
this religious virtue are there called opens, onay, 
Oyo, DI, Sixanor, dytor, mpders, edoeBecs, Sovarne 
®zov, «x. 7.2.5 one of the opposite character is 
called doeBys, ddixos, x. 7.2. But one who acts 
according to his corrupt desires, and does so ha- 
bitually, is called in scripture the servant or slave 
of sin; it is said of him that he lives to sin, he 

erves il, he obeys it, he ts sold under sin, and tt 

rules over him. Vide Ps. xix. 14; Rom. vi. 1, 
2, 6, 12, 16, 20; vii. 14, 24; xiv. 24; John, viii. 
34, seq.; 2 Pet. ii. 19. » He only who is placed 
in a state in which he can govern his desires, 
and subject his appetites to reason enlightened 
by divine instruction, is a free man, (John, viii. 
34;) whoever cannot do this is a slave of sin. 

The state of all who are devoted to sin is not, 
hewever, alike. Every vicious man is, in his 
own way, a servant of sin; but all are not so in 
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in general here distinguished. (a) Some adopi 
the appearance of virtue and piety; they give @ 
saintly appearance even to their crimes, in ordes 
to obtain the advantages connected with good- 
ness. These are hypocrites, and their fault is 
called drdxprses, WU, 319, MOV 5 opposite to which 
are MBN, MON, Ar7Seva, truth, sincerity. This is 
one of the most shameful, aggravated, and dan- 
gerous crimes—the hatefuliess and destructive- 
ness of which are more fully considered in the 
department of Morals. Cf. Matt. vi. and xxiii. ; 
Luke, xi. 37—54; 2 Tim. iii. 5. (6) Others 
have no hesitation in acting out before the world 
the ungodly desires and purposes of their hearts. . 
Such are called ungodly, improbi, adixov, dozBers, 
ayn, because they do not fear nor regard God 
or his law; opposite to these are those who fear 
God—i. e., act with reverential regard to his 
commands. (c) Those sinful and godless men 
who, by long custom in sinning, have esta- 
blished a fixed habit of it, are called victous, 
wicked, sceleratos. Cf. s. 82, Il.,ad finem. 


Il. The state of sinners in respect to the conse 
quences which sin involves. 


The different kinds of sinners noticed above 
are all unhappy, and in the judsment of God 
deserving of punishment. The feeling of their 
danger and misery is not, however, alike with 
them all; and some live even in entire insensi- 
bility. In this observation we have the ground 
of the divisions of the various states which have 
been commonly made by theologians, and which 
are founded in experience; though the passage 
from one to the other of these states is very 
easy. 

(1) Some men very plainly see the unlawful- 
ness of their actions, and the evil consequences 
springing from them; they often form the pur- 
pose of renouncing sin and living better; but the 
power of the evil inclinations which have ob- 
tained the mastery over them is so strong, 
that they allow themselves to be continually 
hurried away into sin. Such are in constant 
restlessness, fear, and anguish, on account of 
their sins ; and their state is denominated by the- 
ologians, in comformity with scriptural-phrase- 
ology, conditionem sive statum servilem or servi- 
tutis, a state of slavery ; and this is taken from 
John, viii. 34; Romans, vi. 20, and chap. vii. 
Men in this state are like slaves, who, at least 
sometimes, if not always, wish to be free, and 
make attempts for their own deliverance, and 
yet always remain slaves. 

(2) Others lead a sinful life, without having 
an earnest desire to free themselves from the 
dominion of sin. They pay no regard to thety 
unlawful actions, and have no scruples about 
them, either from ignorance or levity, or because 
they hope to remain unpunished, and from many 


the same way. Three principal classes may be| other reasons, often those which are in thy 
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nighest degree foolish. This is called the state 
of security—i. e., freedom from care, like the 
Latin secwrus ;—status securitatis, or libertatis 
tarnalis, because those who are in it feel free to 
follow their sinful appetites, (cdp§.) This state 
is far more dangerous than the preceding one; 
and with such sinners reformation is far more 
difficult. Cf. Matt. xxiv. 38; Ephes. iv. 17— 
19; Jude, ver. 4, seq. The state of such is 
therefore compared with that of the sleeping or 
of the dead, Ephes. v.14. They live for sin, 
but are dead to goodness; while it ought to be 
the reverse. 

Note.—Theologians distinguish between this 
state and that of sprétual liberty or security. 
They give the latter name to the state of the 
pious, the whole disposition of whose heart is 
so renovated as to be conformed to the precepts 
of Christianity, who by divine assistance control 
their evil desires, and are sure of the pardon of 
their sins. Vide John, viii. 36; Rom. v. 1; vi. 
18. For true spiritual freedom consists in being 
free from the power and dominion of sin, and 
also from its punishment; and we owe both to 
Christ. These are the blessed godly ones (Goft- 
seligen, 1 ‘ine proper sense of the term)—i. e., 
those who are blessed in the conviction which 
they feel of the forgiveness of God, who inter- 
nally and from the heart enjoy a happiness in 
which they cannot be disturbed even by out- 
ward calamities. Happy and unhappy (selig 
and wnselég) are terms which apply properly to 
the internal state—the well or ill-being of the 
soul; fortunate and unfortunate, (gliieklich and 
ungliicklich,) more to the external state. 

(3) Others still come into a state of hardness 
or obduracy. ‘This state exists when any one 
remains insensible and indifferent under the 
most powerful motives to repentance, so that 
they cease to make any impression on him. It 
springs (a) from the frequent repetition of sin, 
and from the settled habit of sinning. This 
produces a gradual diminution of the power of 
the motives to abandon sin, and at length an 
entire cessation of their efficacy. (0) But those 
are in peculiar danger of coming into this state 
who have had placed before them the most 
urgent and moving inducements to religion and 
virtue, but have yet neglected and despised them 
all. It is in the very nature of the human soul 
that these motives, at each repetition of sin, lose 
something of their energy, and that at length an 
entire indifference must ensue, rendering the 
conversion of one who has brought himself into 
such a state morally impossible. This state is 
ealled by theologians, statwm indurationts per- 
feclum. Itis described by Paul, Heb. vi. 4,— 
6, and Is. vi. 10, «* Who have eyes, but see not; 
ears, but hear not”—i. e., who are deaf and in- 
sensible to all the motives to holiness which are 


held before them, and which they clearly under- | _ 


309 


stand, and who therefore cannot be healed—i. €., 
renovated and made happy. Cf. John, xii. 40; 
Acts, xxviii. 26, 27; 2 Cor. iv. 4; iii. 14; also 
Exod. vii. 13. 

The words and phrases used in the Bible to 
denote this state are, (1) 725, BapivesSat, Bar's. 
These words are literally employed to signify . 
what is heavy and inactive; they are then used 
with reference to the members of the body and 
the organs of sense, as heavy tongues, hands, 
ears, denoting their inactivity, and the difficulty 
of their use; Zech. vii. 11; Gen. xlviii. 10; 
Matt. xxvi. 43; lastly, they are app.ed to the 
soul, indicating stupidity of the understanding, 
and slowness of belief; 1 Sam. vi. 6; 2 Chron. 
xxv. 19; sometimes also the qualities of the 
will, and sometimes those of the understanding 
and will both,—an inertness of soul, and an in- 
capacity to the right use of its essential powers. 
(2) nv, literally, hard ; Hiphil, neinn, oxanpvverv, 
oxanptvessac hence the term oxAnpoxapoicy from 
which obduratio is taken. The state of mind 
now under consideration is often indicated by 
this cxaypivecSac, as Heb. iii. 8, 15, seq.; Rom, 
ii. 5; and by avp in the Old Testament, Exodus, 
vii. 3; Ezek. iii. 7. (3) The words which ori- 
ginally signify fat, denote also this state of in- 
sensibility and unfeelingness—e. g., ynvin, pin- 
gue fiert, naytveoSac, Is. vi. 10, and Matt. xiii. 
15; as likewise the Latin penguzs is synony- 
mous with hebes, stupedus, tardus—e. ©., inge- 
mium pingue is the same as dull and obtuse, 
The fat of the body of animals is without sensa- 
tion; and this observation was much more fa- 
miliar to nations offering sacrifices, and so 
having much to do with the slaughter of ani- 
mals, than to us; and hence this phraseology 
was so current among them. (4) The words 
which indicate deep sleep, in which all external 
sensation ceases; xararvécs, Rom. xi. 8, an- 
swering in the LXX. to the Hebrew nnq7n. (5) 
One of the most common words used in the 
New Testament on this subject is wadpaors, and 
Nupbw, nopovosa—e. g., Rom. xi. 7, 25; 2 Cor. 
iii. 15; Mark, vi. 52, xapdva nexpopévy. This 
word is properly taken from pos, which means, 
having a hard, indurated skin, (as in the hands 
of workmen ;) cad/ous, without feeling; and so 
nidspeoots figuratively denotes, according to Hesy- 
chius, the same as 7 dvacoSyoia, and is synony- 
mous with oxanpoxapdia. All these words 
which signify hardheartedness are sometimes 
used in reference to th® understanding, (called 
35,) sometimes in reference to the will, an* 
often with reference to both. A soft heart is, 
accordingly, susceptibility for reasons and con 
viction, the open ear of the soul. A hard hea** 
is the opposite, and indicates a want of know- 
ledge and capacity—the remiss use of them 
inactivity. 

With regard to this sfatus indurationis there 
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has been a great difficulty, which may be stated 
as follows :—From what has been already said, 
it appears that when a man comes into this 
state, he alone is to blame, and has all the 
guilt of it resting upon himself. This is taught 
in the scriptures in many of the passages al- 
ready cited. Still there are other texts of scrip- 
ture in which God seems to be made the author 
of this obduracy of men, and of sin in general, 
and its consequences—e. g., Exod. iv. 21, «I 
will harden Pharaoh’s heart :”’ xiv. 17, seq. ; Is. 
Ixiii. 17; Deut. ii. 30; Josh. xi. 20; Ezek. xx. 
25; and in the New Testament, John, xii. 40, 
TETVPAOXED CPSAAMOYS aVTOY xO metdpaxe xAp- 
Svay. Rom. ix. 18, also i. 24. These and simi- 
lar texts were explained by the severe particu- 
larists of the reformed church, also by the Jan- 
senists and many of the stricter Thomists of the 
Romish church, to mean, that God is the effi- 
cient cause of these effects; that from such men 
he withdraws or withholds, for some reason to 
us inscrutable, a certain supernatural or irre- 
sistible grace, without which they cannot be- 
come holy or happy; and that he does this by 
his unconditional decree. This interpretation 
resulted from ignorance of the wsws loquendi of 
the sacred writers. Let the student consider the 
following particulars—viz., 

(a) Even in modern languages we often use 
expressions by which we ascribe to an indivi- 
dual the remote consequences of his actions, 
even when he did not design to produce these 
consequences, and perhaps employed all the 
means in his power to guard against them—e. 
g., after I have often exhorted some one to re- 
pent, and all without effect, except that, in di- 
rect opposition to my intentions, he becomes, 
through my repeated warnings, only the more 
unfeeling, I then say, J have preached him deaf, 
I have made him harder and more wicked by my 
efforts. Thus, Isa. vi. 10, «Make hard this 
people (by preaching), and let their ears be 
deaf.” Vide Michaelis’ note on Exod. iv. 21. 
We speak in the same way when our good pur- 
poses have miscarried. But, 

(5) In the ancient, and especially the Orien- 
tal languages, this mode of speech is far more 
current than in modern languages. It is alto- 
gether appropriate to the whole manner of 
thinking and speaking in the ancient world; 
but it has by degrees become foreign to the sci- 
entific dialect of the modern world, although it 
has not wholly fallen jnto disuse in eommon 
life. Hence it often has a strange appearance 
to the learned, while to the unlearned it sounds 
more natural. The simplicity of that early age 
ef the world often ascribes everything which 
takes place under the inspection and special 
guidance of Providence, whether it be svod or 
evil, directly to God himself, and revards him 
as the author and efficient cause of every event 
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and of its consequences, because nothing takes 
place without his permission and foreknow: 
ledye. Vide s. 58, II. 1, and especially s. 70, 
note, ad fnem. Thus, God performs miracles 
in order to induce Pharaoh to let Israel go; 
Pharaoh does not comply; and the oftener the 
miracles are repeated, the more hard-hearted 
does he become. Now it is said that God hard- 
ened Pharaoh, rendered him unfeeling, and even 
by those very means which should have render- 
ed him feeting: and at the same time, the eala- 
mity which now hefals him is regarded as a pu- 
nishment which God inflicts upon him. This 
last opinion plainly shews that it was not the 
belief that God acted irresistibly upon Pharaoh ; 
for in that case how could he be punished? 
This language ie then to be understood in a 
manner perfectly consistent with the personal 
guilt of Pharaoh. Cf. Rom. i. 26; ix. 17; 2 
Thess. ii. 11. In the same way, the good ac 
tions of men are ascribed to God; and from the 
misunderstanding of the texts in which this is 
done originated the doctrine respecting superna- 
tural and zrresistible grace, as from the misun- 
derstanding of the other, the doctrine of judicic. 
hardness. The mode of thinking and speaking 
now referred to is found also among the Greeks, 
and indeed in all ancient writings; it occurs in 
Homer as well as in the Bible, and also in the 
Arabic writers. In Homer it is said that the 
Deity infuses good and evil into the heart, (éu- 
Baanee xapduy 3) that he inspires wisdom and 
folly, (Odyss. xxiii. 11, seq.;) that he infatu- 
ates and deceives men, deprives them of their 
reason, so that they may act foolishly, deludes 
their senses, Zevs ppéras eirevo, Il. ix. 377, xix. 
1375) tempts them to evil, (Odyss. xxiii. 222 3 
and is the cause of the wickedness of men 
For he does everything. Il. xix. 87, 90, seq.; 
Odyss. xvi. 280, 297, 298; Il. ix. 632, seq. 


AXAnkrév te Kaxdy re 


. . 


Ovpov éviornSscot Seoi Sicave « « « 


Shall there be evil in a city, and the Lord hath 
not done it? Amos, iii. 6. 

Note.—The text, Rom. ix. 18, dv Sénee éreec, 
dy 58 Séree oxAnpiver Means, according to many, 
he treats hardly, like Job, xxxix. 16, (dz00xa7- 
purer téxva3) and the principal reason for this 
is, the contrast of éaxcscy. This interpretation, 
however, does not agree with ver. 19; and the 
whole passage alludes too plainly to the pas- 
sage in Exodus respecting Pharaoh to admit of 
this interpretation. This language is therefore 
to be understood here also in the common sense, 
and the verse may be thus explained—viz., 
«The good and the evil which befal men de- 
pend alike upon the divine will. Some (whe 
are pleasing to him, as his children) he causes 
to prosper: others he hardens—i. e., he suffers 
them to feel the consequences of their obstinacy, 
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nsensibility, and indifference to his oft-repeated 
commands; as in the case of Pharaoh, ver. 17.” 
The same thing which is called sxanpivew here, 
is called evdeEacSac opyny, ver. 22. Vide Rahn, 
ed loc. Rom. ix. 17—23; Hale, 1789. 


SECTION LXXXVI. 


WHAT PUNISHMENT IS, AND WHAT IS THE OBJECT 
CF IT; HOW THE DIVINE PUNISHMENTS ARE 
NAMED IN THE BIBLE, AND WHAT WE ARE 
THERE TAUGHT RESPECTING THEIR NATURE} 
ALSO THE VARIOUS DIVISIONS OF THE DIVINE 
PUNISHMENTS, 


In our treatment of this whole subject we 
must proceed on the ground of what has been 
already said on the divine laws and punish- 
ments in the discussion of the subject of divine 
justice, s. 30, 31. Supposing the student al- 
ready acquainted with these, we proceed to 
make some additional observations, and a more 
immediate application of what has been already 
said. 


IL What is Punishment, and what 1s its object 2 


‘« Punishment is an evil (suffering, something 
awakening unpleasant sensations) which the 
superior inflicts upon those placed under him, 
on account of some trespass, (the theologian 
calls it sin;) and this, for the sake of maintain- 
ing the authority of his laws-for the good of his 
subjects, or to promote their improvement and 
welfare.’ This is the general notion of pa- 
nishment, which is also to be applied to the di- 
vine judgments, though with a careful separa- 
tion of every huraan imperfection. The follow- 
ing points need to be carefully considered :-— 

(1) The one who punishes another must in 
all cases be the supreme magistrate, whether it 
be God or man. For no one has the right to 
punish who has not the right to give laws, and 
this is the peculiar province of the supreme ma- 
gistrate. Vide s. 73, I. All punishments there- 
fore depend upon the law, and one can inflict 
punishment only upon those over whom he pos- 
sesses the power of legislation. Consequently 
the right of punishment belongs to God. 

(2) In order to be punished, one must be sub- 
ject to a law, and have broken it, and in such a 
way, too, that his transgression can be imputed 
to him. And this may be when he has either 
committed unlawful actions himself, or contri- 
buted to those of others. But it is only when 
the trespass can thus be imputed to a person that 
punishment can be inflicted upon him. 

(3) The objects of punishment are, all unlaw- 
ful actions. Inhuman judicatories the external 
actions only are the objects of punishment; be- 
cause the knowledge of men extends no further 
than these; but at the var of God not only these 
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but also internal actions, evil thoughts, designs, 
and desires, are liable to punishment. Vide s, 
82, ad finem. 

(4) The guilt of a person has, therefore, its 
ground in his relation to the law transgressed 
by him, and to its author. On account of this 
relation he deserves the punishment which is 
threatened against transgressors—i. e., he must 
take upon himself the evil connected with the 
transgression ‘of the law. The guilty person 
(qui culpam sustinet) is called in the scriptures 
Operaétns, 6 Ey~av amaptar, Zvoxos VOMOV, VLOdtx0S 
SQ, téxvoy épyys—one who must give account, 
&c. Vide Morus, p. 110, s. 4, note 1. Al] men 
are described in the Bible as being such; and 
the sacred writers insist upon it with great ear- 
nestness, that men should look upon themselves 
as subject to the penalty of the law, as the only 
way for them to become disposed to accept of 
the means of improvement offered to them, and 
to comply with the prescribed conditions. Vide 
s. 80. 

(5) The last end of punishments. This in 
general may be best stated as follows: they 
aim at the welfare and reformation of the sub- 
ject; or it is their object to support the autho- 
rity of the law for the welfare and improvement 
of those placed under it. This subject is treat- 
ed more at large in s. 31, H. 2, where the opi- 
nion of Michaelis, that the only object of pu- 
nishment is fo deter men from sin is further con- 
sidered. The imperfections which cleave to 
human punishments must necessarily be sepa- 
rated from divine; nor should human punish- 
ments ever be made the standard by which 
divine punishments are to be judged of. 

Note.—Some modern philosophers have as- 
serted that God cannot punish, and that divine 
punishments ought never to be spoken of, be- 
cause what are so called are to be regarded as 
benefits, and have benevolent ends and results. 
But merely because punishments tend to pro- 
mote the good of men, and are designed to se- 
cure the most benevolent results, they do not 
cease to be evils, and become the same with 
what are ordinarily denominated benefits. The 
pain which is felt in sickness is beneficial; it 
makes one mindful in time of danger, leads to 
caution, and so is often the means of preserving 
life; still it is an evil which we endeavour to 
avoid, and the approach of which we fear. 
Thus it is with punishments. And it is in the 
highest degree injurious to undertake to oblite- 
rate from the minds of the great multitude of 
unconverted men the fear of divine punishment. 
Too great caution cannot be used against that 
misealled philosophy which does this; for 
wherever it has found entrance, either In an- 
cient or modern times, it has always destroyed 
religion, morality, and civil order. Vide s. 156 
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Il. Scryptural names of Divine Punishments, and 
the nature of these punishments. 


(1) Many of these names bear the impress 
of the simplicity of the popular phraseology of 
the earliest times. They are sometimes derived 
from injured and irritated rulers, who give free 
scope to their anger, and take revenge for the 
injury done them; sometimes from judges, who 
hold judgment over the guilty, pronounce sen- 
tence upon them, and execute it. It would be 
a great mistake, however, for any one to charge 
the scriptural writers with entertaining gross 
anthropomorphic ideas on this subject merely 
because they sometimes use expressions of this 
nature. ‘They only retained the common terms 
in use among men, while they always under- 
stood them in a refined and elevated sense. It 
is not with them, as in Homer, where even the 
gods fear that Jupiter, when he is enraged, will 
punish the innocent and guilty alike, Il. xv. 
137. Nothing like this is taught in the scrip- 
tures. That the sacred writers connected ideas 
worthy of God with those popular expressions 
which they made use of is evident from the New 
. Testament, in which, notwithstanding the most 
just conceptions of the divine nature are un- 
questionably contained, still the terms in com- 
mon use with regard to the Divine Being, such 
as the revenge, the oath, the curse of God, often ap- 
pear. The same is true in the Old Testament, 
in the books of Moses and in the Psalms. 

Expressions like these, it may also be said, 
make a far stronger impression upon the uncul- 
tivated mass of mankind, depending as they do 
upon their senses, than terms more abstract; 
they take firmer hold upon them, and sink 
deeper and more easily into their hearts, than 
terms which represent the thing less plainly to 
the senses. For this reason, terms of this na- 
ture are employed by the sacred writers, espe- 
cially when they have to do with men of the 
character now described ; they alternate, how- 
ever, such expressions with others; and in this 
we ought to imitate them. 

The following are among the names which 
they employ—viz., y, 17D, TON, Spy, Simos, 
Psalm vii. 12; Romans, v. 9, coll. s. 31, ad 
init. ; mai, Deut. i. 273 Dp3, éxddxnous, Isaiah, 
Ixili. 4; Luke, xxi. 22. The opposites of these 
are the love, the favour, the friendship of God, 
ton, 1, ayann, ?Ae05, HAPS, x. 7.2. With refer- 
ence to announcing or threatening the divine 
punishments, the sacred writers frequently em- 
ploy words which literally mean to rebuke, in- 
erepare, which the irritated man commonly 
does; especially, >y2, ry), éneripda, enter mio, 
Jude, 9, seq. Again: the words which signify 
CUPSTRL imprecalion, are used to denote the 
same thing as “75, xardpa, mw, &e., Deut. ix. 
26, seq.; Gal. iii. 20. Opposite to this is nana, 
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evhoyia, exnoyerv, Deut. xxviii. 15 ; Gal. iii. 13. 
As vocabula media (used with reference either 
to benefits or punishments) all the nomina judi» 
cit and verba judicandi are often employed; 
more frequently, however, with reference to di- 
vine punishments, as vzv’n, }17, Bi, xprors, xpuc, 
xaraxpya, Gal. v. 10; Rom. ii. 3. The words, 
too, which designate a judicial declaration, are 
often employed to denote threatenings and pu- 
nishments; so even 37, Adyos, firma Osov- 
Among the vocabula media belong also al! the 
verba intuendi and aspiciendi, such as mS, éxer- 
Sew, and especially +p2, to which the word 
invoxénreoSor answers in the New Testament, 
and in the Vulgate, vistfare ; in the good sense, 
to behold any one with a cheerful face, is to shew 
him kindness or favour—e. g., Psalm viii. 53. 
Luke, i. 68, 78; in the bad sense, fo behold any 
one with an angry face, is to punish him; hence 
772 and énusxony signify often punishment— 
e. g., Isaiah, x. 3; 1 Peter, ii. 12. In the Old 
and New Testament the terms pyr, 1D*, 7tat- 
deverr, casligare, and madera, are used to denote 
the fatherly discipline and chastisement of God, 
which is the proper idea to be entertained of the 
divine punishments, and the ends for which they 
are inflicted. Cf. s. 31, Il. Finally, all the 
Hebrew words whieh properly signify stm and 
guilt are often used to denote punishment—e. g., 
py, mca, b. Vide s. 73, Ul. 2, ad finem; ex- 
actly as, in Homer, "Ary signifies erime, and 
also its guilt and punishment, Il. xix. 91. Cf. 
136, 137. 
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—-Ate, the daughter of Jupiter, who brings every 
one into guilt. Cf. Il. ix. 50, seq., and s. 30, 31. 

Note-—Some modern philosophers and theo- 
logians object to the phrase, the anger of God; 
and many young religious teachers carefully 
avoid it, and pronounce their older brethren 
who still employ it very unenlightened. But 
they do this without any good reason. Anger, 
in general, is the expression of strong disappro- 
bation. In this men indeed are liable to err; 
they may express their disapprobation with re- 
gard to things which do not deserve it, or more 
strongly than is proper, and often quite unjtsti- 
fiably ; their anger, therefore, may be, and often 
is, wrong and sinful. But it is by no means 
necessary that anger should be so; there may 
be a righteous anger, as is often said in common 
life, when one expresses his deep and lively 
displeasure in such a way as to be perfectly 
conformable to the subject, the end, and the cir- 
cumstances. Nor can a good moral being ex- 
ist, or even be conceived to exist, without such 
anger. God, as the most perfect and holy moral 
being, has certainly the greatest displeasure 
against sin; and as he is the supreme moral go- 
vernor of the world, he expresses it in a very 
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mpressive manner. He therefore is said to 
burn with anger, but his anger is always just. 

(2) The divine judgments are inflicted, ac- 
cording to the Bible, (a) in the present life; (b) 
by death (although this was strictly a punish- 
ment for sin only in the case of the first man, 
and with regard to all others is only a conse- 
quence of the sin of Adam; vide s. 76, III. and 
s. 80, ad finem); (c) after death. All these pu- 
sishments, according to the Bible, stand con- 
nected with the sin of our first parents. For 
from that arose the moral corruption which is 
communicated to all mankind. This is the 
source of actual sins, and these bring punish- 
nent in their train. Vide s. 76, seq. From this 
evil the second Head of our race has freed us. 

That the representations given in the Bible 
respecting the divine punishments and their end 
agree perfectly with what sound reason recog- 
nises on this subject is very evident from the 
description it contains of the nature of these 
punishments. They are (a) always just and 
proper; vide the texts quoted s. 31; moreover, 
Rom. ii. 2, xpcwa cod Zore xar’ GaySecov. Vide 
also those texts which speak of the axpoowso- 
Ania Ocov. (8) They have the welfare of men 
for their object. This is the last end for which 
they are inflicted ; (vide the texts cited ;) and if 
this object is not attained with any particular 
offender, he himself is alone in fault; and his 
punishment then serves for the good of others, 
who learn wisdom from his example. (vy) They 
are certain, and will be inevitably inflicted ; they 
are not mere empty threats; no one will be able 
to escape. Vide Rom. ii. 3, coll. Heb. xii. 25, 
and especially Heb. iv. 12,13. This follows 
from the divine veracity; these punishments 
must be maintained in order to uphold the au- 
thority of the Divine Being, and to prevent an 
universal carelessness and indifference about 
sin. (8) The divine punishments are also de- 
scribed as terrible ; as in these expressions: Our 
God is a consuming fire ; it ts a terrible thing to 
fall into his hands, &c. Heb. x. 30, 31; xii. 29. 
For in order that these punishments may attain 
their end, they must be sufficiently severe to 
terrify the transgressor, and must meet him 
in the point where he can be most strongly 
affected. 


Ill. Divisions of Punishmenis. 


(1) A very ancient division of punishments 
is into panam damni and sensus, In reference to 
the evil itself which is inflicted on any one by 
punishment. (a) By punishment, a certain 
good is withdrawn. The judgments of men 
respecting their true welfare and their real inte- 
rests are very diverse; and consequently the 
withdrawal of their supposed advantages is va- 
riously estimated and felt. To one person, 
riches appear a great advantage; to another, 
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not; and so while the former will regard the 
loss of them as the greatest evil, the latter -vil! 
not suffer in the least from their loss. It is not 
here, then, of so much consequence, whethe1 
the advantages are real or only apparent, as in 
what estimation they are held by him from 
whom they are withdrawn. This withdraw- 
ment now is called pena damni, or sometimes 
pena negativa. (b) When, in addition to this, 
positively unpleasant feelings are caused and 
pains inflicted, this is called pena sensus. These 
two parts of punishment are commonly con- 
nected. These unpleasant sensations have their 
proper seat, either in the body, and are commu- 
nicated through the senses to the soul, or they 
are coutined to the soul, and have their origin 
there. ‘he latter are felt the most keenly, and 
are the most dreadful. 

(2) In respect to the connexion of punishment 
with crime, punishments are divided into natu- 
ral, and positive or arbitrary. The former are 
such as result from the internal nature of mo- 
rally bad actions themselves; the latter are 
such as stand in no natural and necessary con- 
nexion with wicked actions, but which are con- 
nected with them merely by the good pleasure 
(arbitrium) of the lawgiver. ‘These two kinds 
of punishment have been already explained, s. 
31, as well as the doctrine respecting the natu- 
ral and positive laws of God, s. 30. 

In this place we shall add a few remarks re- 
specting the natural punishments inflicted by 
God upon men, especially im this life; in the 
following section we shall farther discuss ths 
subject of postive punishments. 

There has been some dispute among philoso- 
phers (into which we do not mean to enter fully 
now) whether the natural evil consequences of 
sin ought to be called punishments; and the 
propriety of this is by some denied. Judging 
from the common conceptions on this subject, 
and the common phraseology founded on these, 
there can be no doubt but that we may and 
ought to consider the evil consequences result- 
ing from the transgression of the divine com- 
mandments as punishment. So we say, for ex- 
ample, with respect to a liar, in whom at length 
no one places any confidence, or with respect to 
the voluptuary or drunkard, who brings infamy 
and disease upon himself, and in all such cases 
that sin punishes itself. Again, if the leces na- 
turales are properly called laws, (and whatever 
is true of law in any case is true of them.) how 
can it be doubted whether the consequences re- 
sulting from the transgression of these laws are 
properly denominated punishments # 

But these natural punishments may be distin- 
guished into two kinds :— 

(a) Such as are the necessary and inevitable 
evil consequences of the actions themse!ves, and 
which would result equally from these actions, 
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were they not forbidden, and were the actions, 
therefore, not sins. They are called physical 
punishments. Among these are all the sick- 
nesses and pains which arise from intemper- 
ance of every kind; the poverty which comes 
from idleness; the grief, sorrow, and shame, 
which are the results of a dissipated life; &c. 
It is in order to guard against the necessary evil 
consequences of sin, and so to diminish them, 
that the divine law is given; and in this way it 
is, that what were before mere evz/s now become 
sins. Vides. 73, I. 

(b) Punishments which result from the rela- 
tion of human actions to the law, or which have 
respect to the moral character of men. These 
are called moral punishments. These moral 
consequences of sin fall principally and most 
heavily upon the soul. Hence they are also 
called spiritual punishments. Among these are, 
e. g., the reproaches of conscience, telling us 
that we have violated the law of God, rendered 
ourselves unworthy of his favour, and disquali- 
fied for his blessings; also restlessness of soul, 
and fear of punishment, from the consciousness 
of guilt or ill-desert—the fear of God. Rom. 
iii. 19, 23; 1 John, i. 8, seq.; iii. 14, seq. These 
are the most fearful and terrible of all punish- 
ments. 

This distinction between the different kinds 
of natural punishment is very important, espe- 
cially in the doctrine of the atonement of Christ. 
Vide s. 111, IJ. From thence it appears, 

(a) That the natural and physical evil conse- 
quences of certain wicked actions cannot wholly 
cease, even after pardon has been bestowed upon 
men, and they have repented, or after they have 
appropriated the merits of Christ. For we have 
no right to suppose that God will remove, in a 
miraculous manner, the necessary physical con- 
sequences of sinful actions. From experience 
we see that God does not do this in the present 
life. EE. g@., if any one has brought upon him- 
self, by his excesses, prolonged sickness or po- 
verty, he will not become at once well in body 
and estate merely by reforming his courses; but 
he must continue to feel the necessary conse- 
quences of his errors and crimes, just as the con- 
sequences of the sin of Adam—death and other 
temporal calamities—continue to be felt by all 
his posterity, even by those who are renewed 
and pardoned. Vide Rom. viii. 10, 18—23. 
Nor does the Bible anywhere teach us, that in 
some miraculous way God will, even in the fu- 
ture life, remove all the natural and lasting con- 
sequences of actions; it is therefore highly pro- 
bable that some portion of these consequences 
will continue even hereafter. But these natural- 
ly evil consequences, (as well those which are 
temporal as those which continue in tie future 
life,) from which we are not entirely freed by 
the death of Christ, are yet mitigated, and lose 
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the terror of punishment, to those who are par- 
doned and sanctified. ‘This experience in ine 
present life teaches us, and the holy scriptures 
assure of the same. Vide Rom. viii. 1, and v. 1. 
3—10. But the pene naturales spirituales ccase 
entirely with the renewed. Hence, 

(b) The principal evils from which man is 
freed in this and the future life, when he is par- 
doned and renewed, are, the moral consequences 
of sin; and it is because the believer is freed 
from these, that even the natural consequences 
of sin are mitigated to him and lose the terror of 
punishment. ‘The renewed man will never in- 
deed forget the sins which he has once commit- 
ted; he will condemn them, and mourn over 
them; but, as he is sure of pardon, his disquiet 
respecting them, his fear of God as a judge, and 
the reproaches of his conscience, will either at 
once or by slow degrees entirely cease; peace of 
soul will be restored, together with a lively and 
joyful feeling of his present happy state, in 
comparisor. with his former unhappy condition. 
This is what the scriptures mean by the peace of 
God in the heart of the man whose sins are for- 
given. Vide the texts before cited from Rom. 
v. and Vili. 


SECTION LXXXVII. 


SOME REMARKS ON * POSITIVE”’ 
PUNISHMENTS. 


DIVINE 


In addition to what we have already said on 
this subject, in stating the doctrine of divine 
justice, s. 31, we add here the following re- 
marks :— 

(1) The term arbitrary punishments (pene 
arbitrariz) seems to be somewhat inconvenient, 
and to be liable to be misunderstood; itis for 
this reason objected to by very many modern 
writers, e. g., Steinbart, Syst. s. 130; Eberhard, 
Apologie d. Sokr. th. i.; and the author of the 
‘* Apologie der Vernunft.” And if the term ar- 
bitrary must be understood to denote a blind 
caprice, in which no regard is paid to rectitude 
and propriety, and to the nature of the offence, 
it could never, without blasphemy, be predicated 
of the punishments inflicted by God. Bunt no 
advocate of the arbitrariness of God in the pu- 
nishments he inflicts has ever understood it in 
this sense; for it cannot be supposed that even 
aman of common understanding and goodness 
would punish in such a manner. These evils, 
which are called positive punishments, are not, 
indeed, founded in the internal nature of the for- 
bidden actions themselves; they are not the im- 
mediate natural consequences of these actions; 
but they are added to, and conjoined with, the 
natural consequences of sin, by the special ap- 
pointment of the legislator; and it is for this 
reason that they are called arbitrariz. They ars 
mala ex arbitrio—i. e., libere Dei (judicts ae 
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domint) consilio sive instituto extrinsecus *mmissa. 
But they are always determined by the rules of 
Supreme Wisdom and goodness, and have all 
the qualities of the other divine operations. 
They are moreover resorted to by God, in cases 
where his object cannot be attained by merely 
natural punishments, We should not, then, be 
over-scrupulous about the use of this term, for 
when we hear it said that God, the All-wise and 
just, inflicts arbitrary punishments, the associ- 
ated idea of blind caprice, acting without cause 
or reason, falls away at once and of itself. The 
same is true of this term, as of the expression, 
the anger of God. Vides. 86. The arbiirium 
of God is always wise, and never a blind caprice, 
as it often is with men, especially with passion- 
ate rulers and magistrates. In case this term 
were rejected, we might substitute the phrase 
_ free punishments. 

(2) That there are positive divine punish- 
ments, especially in the future world, the Bible 
teaches with sufficient clearness. And indeed, 
from the scriptural doctrines, that God forgives 
sins, (i. e., removes their consequences, ) and that 
Christ, the innocent, endured punishment for us, 
it seems to follow that the sacred writers be- 
lieved in positive punishments and their remis- 
sion. A philosophic argument in behalf of po- 
sitive punishments is derived from the nature 
and efficacy of natural punishments, which are 
not sufficiently great to deter the sinner from 
crime, or lead him to repentance, so that positive 
punishments in addition to these are necessary, 
in order to produce this effect. It was a great 
object with Michaelis to establish this point. 
The arguments brought in opposition to it by 
Steinbart, Eberhard, and others, together with 
the arguments in its favour, were briefly stated, 
s. 31. 

But since this subject is attended with various 
difficulties, which can never be entirely removed 
by human philosophy, owing to the limitation 
of our minds, the question arises, What eourse 
shall the religious teacher pursue cn this subject, 
and what instruction shall he give respecting po- 
sitive divine punishments? In order to come to 
a right decision on this question, and to be able 
to answer it for ourselves, we must not procced 
upon empty speculations or ideal conceptions, 
but from the following results of experience. 
The history of all ages teaches that the prevail- 
ing notion among men always has been and 
still is, that God in#icts not only natural, but 
also positive and arbitrary punishments; or, 
that moral evil has not only natural evil for its 
consequent, but also such punishments as de- 
pend entirely upon the choice of the lawgiver. 
Hence sicknesses and other calamities, which 
stand in no natural connexion with crime, were 
yet often regarded as the punishments of it—e. 
g., the pestilence in the camp of the Greeks be- 
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fore Troy was so regarded in Homer; ef. Iliad, 
xvi. 384, seq. Now, in what way did this idea 
obtain so wide a prevalence among men, and so 
strong a hold upon them? If we make history 
and experience our teachers, we shall come tc 
the following conclusions :— 

(z) Human legislators can threaten only po- 
sitive punishments, because they are able to in 
flict no other. For they are neither the authors 
nor the rulers of nature, but are themselves, as 
well as those over whom they rule, subject to 
that constitution which God has given to nature. 
Since, now, men are apt to reason from the hu- 
man to the divine, they were disposed to trans- 
fer to God and his government those procedures 
and institutions common in human families and 
states. From hence it is obvious how even hea- 
then nations should have come so generally to 
this notion. They reasoned thus: As men have 
the right to enact arbitrary laws and impose ar- 
bitrary punishments, this right must belong in 
a far higher degree to the supreme legislative 
power, which knows of no limitation. It was by 
such arguments that they arrived at this idea, 
though by such alone the reflecting mind is not 
satisfied. But, 

(b) The true cause of this universal belief lies 
much deeper. There is on this subject a certain 
feeling of need in human nature which cannot be 
reasoned away, and which often exercises its 
power even over the speculative philosopher, al- 
though he has long suppressed it by his specula- 
tion. It is but too clearly proved by daily ex- 
perience, that fear of the merely natural conse- 
quences of sin is too inefficacious to restrain men 
from committing it. For these natural punish- 
ments man has but little regard, and he thinks 
he can find means to avoid them, or to secure 
himself against them. The end, therefore, can 
be more surely answered by positive punish- 
ments. This result, built upon experience, al- 
though men were only obscurely conscious of it, 
awakened in them a feeling which made it ne- 
cessary for them to believe that there are posi- 
tive divine judgments. Hence many even of the 
ancient heathen lawgivers took means to give 
to natural laws and penalties the authority of 
positive, and for this purpose they intimately 
associated the civil and religious institutions of 
their country. 

(c) If there are positive rewards in the future 
world, as all concede, it is hard to see how posi- 
tive punishments can be denied. Vides. 31. 

(d) To any one who makes the holy scriptures 
the source of his knowledge, this subject cannot 
be doubtful; for the scriptures clearly teach 
that there are positive punishments, and presup- 
pose them in many of the most important doc- 
trines. 

But if any one remains unconvinced by philo- 
sophical arguments and by the authority of the 
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Bible, that God actually appoints positive pu- | 
nishments, he must be referred to the fact and 
sbservation above mentioned, that this belief 
rannot be taken away from a people without 
endangering its morality. Even if a religious 
teacher should hirhself entertain doubts on this 
subject, it would be foolish and wrong in him to 
communicate these doubts to the people, and 
thus deprive them of a belief for which he can 
substitute nothing equally firm and salutary. 
The history of all ages teaches that nothing has 
so injurious an effect upon the morality of peo- 
‘ple as the persuasion that there are no positive 
punishments which they have to fear from the 
hand of God. When such punishments have 
been expected, the fear of them has always 
proved a mighty barrier against all the gross out- 
breakings of sin. Fora confirmation of these 
remarks let the student consult history ; ef. also 
s. 156, II. Note. 

But, on the other hand, it is equally the duty 
of the religious teacher to rectify, by scriptural 
views, the false opinions which people are apt 
to form respecting the nature of these positive 
punishments, and to prevent, as far as possible, 
their injurioas influence. In discharging this 
duty he may be aided by the following scrip- 
tural observations. From the prevailing false 
ideas respecting positive punishments, occasion 
is sometimes taken to condemn others, and to 
pronounce upon them uncharitable censures, as, 
on the other hand, from the bestowment of posi- 
tive rewards, many are disposed to extol and to 
imitate those upon whom they are conferred, 
supposing them to be the favourites of Heaven. 
This results from the mistake that prosperity 
and adversity in this life are proofs of the plea- 
sure or displeasure of God with the conduct of 
men; something as it is with those who stand 
in favour or disfavour with human rulers. But 
all such opinions have a most unfavourable in- 
fluence upon morality and upon the dispositions 
ofmen. The teacher must therefore take pains 
to shew, 

(a) That external prosperity and adversity 
tn this life are not distributed by God as reward 
and punishment for the moral conduct of men, 
(vide s, 71, II. ;) and that it is therefore judging 
hastily to pronounce positively and decidedly 
that the calamities which befal particular coun- 
tries or individuals, from natural and not moral 
causes, are judgments from God, although they 
may be so overruled by the providence of God, 
and should be so improved as to contribute to the 
promotion of moral good and to the diminution 
of moral evil. 

(8) That even although positive divine re- 
wards and punishments should take place in the 
present life, (which we are not entitled to deny 
tn thesi,) yet men are not in a situation, nor in 
ary way qualified, to decide that they are so in 
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particular cases, because they have no sure and 
infallible marks by which they can distinguish 
these from advantages and calamities which re- 
sult from other causes, and have no connexion 
with the good or ill desert of men. Hence 
Christ himself warns against such precipitate 
judgments. Vide s. 31, coll. Ps. Ixxiii. 2, seq. 
(vy) The Old Testament is often appealed to, 
where much is indeed said respecting positive 
rewards and punishments even in the present 
life; and by the unguarded application of such 
texts much injury may be done, even by sincere 
and well-disposed religious teachers. On this 
point instruction should be given to the people 
with due discretion, in conformity with what 
was said on this point, s. 31, ad finem, in the 
note. It must be shewn that the same is not 
true now as was true in that early period of the 
world, and under the peculiar constitution of 
the Jewish religion. ‘This matter can be made 
very plain to any one, by remarking that then 
there were prophets, who, as the divine ambas- 
sadors, expressly declared that this and that 
physical evil was a positive punishment from 
God ; but that, as we have no prophets now, we 
are unable in particular cases to pronounce a de- 
finite decision whether this and that evil is or is 
not to be regarded as a positive punishment. 
(3) Still another chief objection, which is 
often urged against the existence of positive re- 
wards and punishments in the future world, is 
this: God would have named the positive pu- 
nishments which he meant to inflict, and would 
have settled the manner of their infliction in his 
laws. This is done, it is said, by every hu- 
mane and just legislator among men; and it is 
regarded by us as tyranny and despotism for a 
ruler to inflict punishment which he has not 
previously threatened. But this comparison of 
human rulers and magistrates with God, and of 
their punishments with his, will not hold. For 
(a) with human judges and magistrates this re- 
gulation is necessary, in order to prevent the 
judge from acting unjustly or rashly, or from 
inflicting too light or too severe a punishment 
under the influence of momentary feeling. But 
we are secure from any such danger when the pu- 
nishments to be inflicted are left to the disposal 
of an omniscient, all-wise, and benevolent Ruler. 
There is not, theretore, the same reason for this 
that there is in the case of men. (4) Human 
criminal codes, even those which are most com- 
plete, contain only a few species of crimes; nor 
can they have any respect in the appointment 
of the punishment to the motives, the state of 
mind, and innumerable other circumstances 
which make the crime greater or less. But te 
all these circumstances God, who is perfectly 
wise and just, must have respect. How imposs 
sible, now, must it be to give a catalogue of all 
sins and their punishments, according to their 
Ls 
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endlessly diversified degrees and modifications 2 
Who would read, understand, or regard such a 
catalogue? Would it not make many for the 
first time, and to their great injury, aequainted 
with sins of which they otherwise would have 
known nothing? (c) As the future world lies 
entirely beyond the circle of our ideas, it might 
not be even possible fully to describe to us, in 
our present state, every kind of positive reward 
and punishment. (d) The fear of a positive pu- 
nishment at present unknown makes a stronger 
impression upon the sinner, and is more effica- 
cious in deterring him from sin, than that of a 
punishment definitely described; for, in the 
former case, the sinner will always fear the 
worst, and expect that the punishment will 
strike where he is most susceptible. 
Note.—The holy scriptures, and particularly 
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Jesus and his apostles, make it a great object 
to unfold all the consequences of sin, and to 
shew how we can be freed from them. ‘Those 
who are teachers of the gospel should follow 
their example in this respect. They insist par- 
ticularly upon the misery of the soul arising from 
sin, and upon the punishments of the futurc 
world. This entire misery, or the unhappy 
state of both soul and body, as produced by sin, 
is called in the scriptures by various names— 
@. G., OAESPOS, AWAELa, Savatos, ox6tos, x. Ts Ae 
Vide Morus, p. 111, prope ad finem. Of the 
external evil consequences of sin which befal 
men in the present life the sacred writers speak 
less frequently, partly because these are not by 
any means so great and terrible as the other, 
and partly because they are perfectly obvious, 
and fall under the notice of every one. 


PART II.—STATE INTO WHICH MAN IS BROUGHT 
BY THE REDEMPTION. 


ABLICLE X. 


OF JESUS CHRIST. 


“ HIS important article has 
‘i been treated in a great va- 
e" riety of ways from the ear- 
liest times. The teachers 
of religion and the inter- 
preters of the Bible have, 
for various reasons, been 
dissatisfied with the simple scriptural 
representation, and have often predeter- 
mined, by the principles of some school 
of philosophy, or by religious opinions 
current at their own time, what could 
be believed concerning the person, offices, and 
merits of Jesus Christ. Any declarations of the 
Bible in opposition to their views have been 
either overlooked, as if they could not be found, 
or, by the help of that artificial exegesis which 
makes anything out of everything, have been 
so explained as to agree with their preconceived 
opinions. In this manner has this article espe- 
cially been treated of late in the protestant 
church, particularly in the Lutheran church in 
Germany. And so common has it become to 
pervert this doctrine in the universities, schools, 
and in popular discourses and writings, that the 
teacher who turns aside from the beaten path 
must possess no small degree of unprejudiced 
piety. My design is, to exhibit, according to 
my honest conviction, the pure, unfalsified doc- 
trine of the Bible, with its proof, and carefully to 


| distinguish it from ecclesiasticl distinctions, and 
from other additions and alterations. 

The latter I shail consider by themselves, and 
endeavour to illustrate them from history, and to 
pronounce judgment upon them according to 
their true merits. 


CHAPTER I. 


OF THE DIVINE INSTITUTIONS FOR THE RESTO 
RATION OF MEN IN A GENERAL VIEW; THE 
EXPECTATIONS, PREDICTIONS, AND TYPES OF 
THE MESSIAH, AND THEIR FULFILMENT IN 


JESUS OF NAZARETH. 


SECTION LXXXVIII. 


OF THE INSTITUTIONS ESTABLISHED BY GOD FOR 
THE MORAL RECOVERY AND THE SALVATION OF 
THE HUMAN RACE IN A GENERAL VIEW; AND 
THE SCRIPTURAL DOCTRINES AND REPRESENTA= 
TIONS ON THIS SUBJECT; AS A GENERAL INTRO- 
DUCTION TO WHAT FOLLOWS. 


I. What is requisite for the moral recovery of man. 


Tur Bible everywhere teaches that man is 
debarred from the enjoyment of chat happiness 
which God intended for him, by the want of 
holiness, by sin, and deserved punishment. Vide 
Art. IX. Holiness gives the only right of citi- 
zenship in the moral kingdom’ of God, (Baccasva 
@zov.) Now because sin is universal among 
men, all have need of forgiveness and reforma 

2D2 


318 


fiow—the remission of sins and regeneration, 
(ageces, MET aVOLO, dvaryévenors.) And since we 
never attain to perfect holiness in this life, what- 
ever advances we may make, [and hence must 
be disquieted with regard to our acceptance with 
God,] it is equally esesntial that we should 
have some quieting assurance respecting what 
awaits us, in order to the exercise of true reli- 
gion, as that we should reform. ‘These, then, 
are the principal objects at which Christianity 
aims. If men are to be redeemed, these hin- 
drances to their happiness must be removed, 
they must be reformed, and must,be forgiven, 
and a comforting assurance that they are so must 
be imparted. This is done in two ways: 

(1) By one method, the power of sinful affec- 
tions is weakened; so that reason will again at- 
tain to its dominion over them; by which man 
will be placed in a situation to lead a holy and 
pious life, (Sixaccs xac edozBas Cyr, x72) This 
means, however, must be of such a nature as to 
leave human freedom entirely unimpaired. Re- 
formation in a moral being is effected by bring- 
ing the desires and inclinations, from which 
actions spring, under the control of the intelli- 
gent mind. It is for this reason that in Chris- 
tianity a doctrine is revealed to men to be re- 
ceived and believed by them, intended to en- 
lighten their minds, to teach them how to avoid 
and overcome the temptations to sin, and how to 
live agreeably to the will of God and their own 
destination. ‘This doctrine must exhibit the 
motives for the avoidance of sin and the practice 
of virtue and holiness in a manner universally 
intelligible and convincing, equally designed to 
illuminate the reason and affect the heart. But 
it must also shew in what way man can attain 
power to enable him to be holy. For any mere 
doctrine of virtue, or code of moral precepts, does 
not confer upon man the power of becoming ac- 
tually virtuous. This, as Paul says, is 7d adi- 
yatov tov vouov. The moral law, with all its 
precepts, threatenings, and promises, could not 
by itself make us holy and acceptable. The 
fault, however, does not lie in the law, but in 
that weakness and imperfection which results 
from our depravity, (Sinnlichkeit.) "Ev @ #o3é- 
ver dua capxos. Now in Christianity, as we are 
taught by the sacred writers, the most perfect 
instruction of this nature is given to men. 

(2) But the Bible teaches us that the reco- 
very of man to happiness requires something 
more than this instruction. ‘This other means 
is, the forgiveness of sins, or, freedom from the 
punishment of sin. Nor was it enough that 
men should be merely forgiven; their tranquil- 
uty and happiness require that they should be 
able to attain to an assurance and certain con- 
viction of the fact. This can be done through 
the atonement of Christ. Many ancient and 
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modern philosophers and religious teachers haves 
indeed, maintained that no such atonement 1s 
necessary, since God forgives the sins of men 
whenever they reform. But the whole histcry 
of the human race, in ancient and modern titnes, 
proves that an universal apprehension, arising 
from a universal feeling of need, has prevailed 
among men, that besides inward reformation, 
some other means of propitiating the Deity, and 
averting the deserved punishment of sin, are 
neessary, and do actually exist. 

The following reasons may be given for this 
feeling :—viz. (a) Although one should be 
guilty of no new transgressions, he cannot feel 
a comforting assurance that the sins which he 
has previously committed will be forgiven on the 
ground of his subsequent reformation. Indeed, 
he can find no reason to believe this, while he 
has reason enough to fear the contrary. For 
how can that which is once done be undone, or 
the consequences of it be prevented? (6) Every 
man, whatever his advances in sanctification, 
must still confess that his holiness is very im- 
perfect, and that he frequently sins. How, 
then, can he hope to deserve the mercy of God 
by a holiness which is so imperfect and min- 
gled with sin? It is the voice of conscience, 
then, which has produced and spread so widely 
among men this feeling of the necessity of an 
expiation. There is not a nation upon the 
globe, as Plutarch has observed, which has net 
certain appointments for this purpose; such as 
offerings, cleansings, and other religious rites. 
Cf, Meiners, Geschichte der Religionem, <. 
1233 f. 

Now it will be in vain to endeavour to take 
away this feeling from man, considering how 
universal and deeply rooted it is, and that it is 
founded upon the voice of conscience, and cor- 
responds with the most natural and familiar no- 
tions which men form respecting God, and his 
manner of feeling and acting. The religious 
teacher who withholds from his people the doc- 
trine of pardon through Christ—who represents 
it as uncertain and doubtful, or entirely rejects 
it, acts very inconsiderately and unadvisedly. 
He cannot substitute anything: better, or more 
consoling. And when the consciences of men 
awake, he will be unable to give other grounds 


which can prove so entirely sufficient for their 
consolation. 


Il. The different institutions which Ged has «p- 
pointed for the restoration and moral perfection 
of the haman race in a general view. 


(1) The means which God employs for this 
purpose are very various and manifold. They 
are designed partly to weaken the power and 
dominion of sin; partly to instruct men, and to 
shew them the true way to happiness, and give 
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them power to pursue it. These objects are 
promoted even by the original constitution which 
God has given to nature, the movements of con- 
_ science, the unhappy feelings which follow upon 
sinful actions, &c.; also by the common and ex- 
traordinary instruction which God has given to 
men, in one way and another, (morvuepas xal 
norvtpomtws, Heb. i. 1;) by the opportunity 
afforded us of becoming acquainted with the na- 
ture of virtue and vice—the happiness of the 
good, and the wretchedness of the bad, by ob- 
serving the example and profiting by the expe- 
rience of others ;—in short, by history, which is 
one of the best teachers of the human race. 

The history of every nation is useful in this 
respect ; but that of the Jewish nation possesses 
uncommon interest. Jesus and his apostles 
allude to it constantly in their discourses. It is 
indeed highly instructive, and exhibited in such 
a way as to make the deepest impression upon 
the most numerous class of men. It always re- 
presents God not simply as a metaphysical being, 
but as conversant with men, and acting after the 
manner of men. It presents clearly before our 
eyes the attributes of God, the course of his pro- 
vidence, and the salutary discipline he exercises 
over men. Those religious teachers who en- 
tirely reject the use of the Old Testament in the 
instruction of the common people and of the 
young, and who would gladly see the book itself 
cast aside, know not what they do. They de- 
prive themselves and their charge of great ad- 
vantages. It is, indeed, abused in various ways, 
as it was at the time of Christ; but this does 
not prevent its proper use. Respecting the use 
of the history of the Old Testament, vide 1 Cor. 
x. 6, 11; Rom. xv. 4, and K6ppen’s excellent 
work, ‘Die Bibel, ein Werk der géttlichen Weis- 
heit;”’ and J. G. Miller, Von dem christlichen 
Religionsunterrichte ; Winterthur, 1809, 8vo. 

But the greatest blessing which God has be- 
stowed upon men, as the Bible everywhere 
teaches, is the appearance of Christ in the world, 
his instructions, and his entire work for the hu- 
man race; Rom. xi. 33, 36. Still, we ought 
not to undervalue or exclude the other benevo- 
lent institutions by which God has benefited 
and does still benefit, not only Christians, but 
mankind at large. All these means should be 
considered as inseparably connected, as they 
really are, and as the scriptures represent them. 
Cf. Jerusalem, Betrachtungen, th. ii.; Hess, 
Vom Reiche Gottes; Lessing, Erziehung des 
Menschengeschlechts; Berlin, 1780. 

(2) These means are universal. Vide Morus, 
p- 126, s. 6. God has not, indeed, bestowed 
them at all times, and upon all nations; since 
all men in all ages have not been capable of re- 
ce‘ving them; but he has selected the most pro- 
per in every ag? and nation: so that the know- 
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ledge and worship of God, piety and virtue, 
have never been wholly lost frorn the earth. 
We should not confine our attention to the Jew- 
ish nation, but should search out and thankfully 
admire the traces of divine care over nations 
called heathen. Even in the midst of their im- 
perfect knowledge of God, and of their polythe- 
ism, we often find true religiousness and piety, 
which, notwithstanding their erroneous views, 
are certainly acceptable in the sight of God. 
The aneient writers are full of such instances. 
The gracious care and providence of God is as 
clearly seen in raising up good legislators, prac- 
tical sages, teachers of the people, promoters of 
science and morality, among the Greeks, Ro- 
mans, and other people of the earth, for their 
improvement and moral good, as in the institu- 
tions which he established among the Jewish 
people for the same purposes. These natural 
means which God employs redound as much to 
his glory as the supernatural. 

Paul therefore says expressly, that God has 
given the heathen opportunity of knowing him; 
that he has not left himself without a witness 
among them; and that they, too, will be inex- 
cusable if they leave unimproved that knowledge 
of God imparted to them through nature, Acts, 
xvii. 27; Rom. i. 18, seq. Accordingly, the 
virtue and piety which the heathen practise, 
after the measure of their imperfect knowledge, 
is represented in the Bible as agreeable te Ged. 
The case of the centurion Cornelius is an exam- 
ple, Acts, x. God accounted him worthy to be 
entrusted with more knowledge, because he 
proved himself faithful in the use of that lesser 
degree which he possessed. 

The national pride of the Jews led them into 
the mistake that God had a special regard for 
them ; that they were more agreeable to him than 
other nations; that they exclusively were his 
children; and that the Messiah was designed 
only for them. ‘'hese mistakes are frequently 
opposed in the New estament; there is elg 
cbs xat Tlacap mavewy, Ephes. iv. 5,6; 1 Tim. 
ii. 5,seq. God has no partiality, (xposwx0an ay) 
Rom. x. 12; Acts, x. 34; all have equal right 
to the divine blessings, especially to those con- 
ferred by Christianity; John, x.16; Ephes.i. 10; 
ii. 14,18; Rom. v. 18, seq. 3 and the texts cited by 
Morus, p. 126, s. 6,n. 1,3. This universality of 
the divine favours is expressly asserted even in 
the Old Testament. The prophets frequently 
affirm that the knowledge of the true God will 
become universal among the heathen, and that 
they by no means shall be excluded from ite 
Deut. xxxii. 31; Isaiah, ii. and Ixvi. Indeed, 
the Old Testament contains promises of far b 2t- 
ter times in future for the heathen than fo ‘:e 
Jews. 

(3) They are appointed by God wth. great 
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wisdom in reference to the nature of man and 
the circumstances of particular times. Such 
means are selected as allow the freedom of 
man, and leave him at liberty to choose or reject. 
It is the internal force of truth which is made to 
infiuence man, and not external compulsatory 
means. Moreover, God, like a wise father and 
teacher, proceeds according to the time and age 
of the human race ip general, and of nations and 
individuals in particular. He regulates his in- 
struction according to their capacity. He does 
not overload their infancy with such laws and 
precepts as they cannot understand, but saves 
the higher instruction for the maturer age of a 
more advanced generation. 

This greater or less capability of some gene- 
rations and nations in comparison with others, 
should be considered as one reason why God 
did not earlier disclose certain truths which are 
peculiar to Christianity, and why he still with- 
holds them from certain nations and countries. 
For such nations, however, he provides in ano- 
ther way, and leads them to that degree of hap- 
piness of which they are capable. He is not 
confined to one method, as is shewn in the 
Introduction. Nor isthe education of the human 
race confined to this life; provision will doubt- 
less be made to enable those who are innocently 
deficient here to make up their loss hereafter. 

Note-—In the New Testament, the terms 
ApLs, yapts Ozov, Sapea zov, are used to denote 
the whole compass of means employed by God to 
bring men to happiness, as well as any particu- 
lar means. Vide Morus, p. 122,125. The term 
yapes is used in various senses; and as unscrip- 
tural ideas are often attached to it, we shall here 
briefly explain the scriptural significations. It 
corresponds to the Hebrew »n, and sometimes to 
son, and similar words. It signifies (1) in gene- 
ral, the unmerited love and benevolence which 
God, as the supreme Governor, bears for all his 
creatures and subjects, and especially for men; 
and so is synonymous with ayaznn, xpyororns, 
Gerarvgpania, Tit. iii, 45 and (2) the conse- 
quences and proofs of this gractous regard; in 
Short, all undeserved divine favours; John, i. 
16, xapes dived yaperos. These are elsewhere called 
xaproi.a, Swped, x. 7.2. Cf. Rom.y.15. Inas- 
much as they are undeserved, they are contrast- 
ed with épevajua, Rom. iv. 4. 

Hence arise various other significations, by 
which certain great favours are called yapures, 
by way of eminence : as (a) the Christian doc- 
trine and institute in general, and particularly 
that principal doctrine of Christianity, the gra- 
cious forgiveness of sin on account of Christ. 
Xapes xaw dn dea John, i. 73 rdyos xcipros, the 
benevolent doctrine, Acts, xiv. 33 yapis @zov, 
Tit, ti. i, xapes Xpusrov, and ydpus simply, 
Acts, xviii. 27, seq. (6) Certain employments, 
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businesses, and offices in the Christian churez, 
and the talents, abilities, and gifts bestowe_ i ¥ 
God upon particular persons in refereuce to 
these offices. Thus Rom. i. 5, yapus xai drto- 
ozony* also xii. 3. In other texts, zapcoua is 
used, with which yapes is interchanged as cy 

nonymous in 1 Pet. iv. 10, and in the epistles 
to the Corinthians. From these and simular 
texts is derived (c) the ecclesiastical usage, in 
which gratia denotes, by way of eminence, the 
operations of God upon the hearts of men for. 
their improvement and conversion. These ope- 
rations were called actiones gratiz, and the con- 
dition of a converted man statum gratiz. ‘The 
Latin church, especially since the time of Au- 
gustine, has used this word in this sense. Vide 
Vide infra, s. 129. 

From what has been said, it appears that the 
grace of God is only his goodness, considered in 
a particular relation. Grace is the goodness of 
a superior to a subordinate person. ‘The ruler, 
properly speaking, is gracious only to the sub- 
ject, and the lord to the slave. The Bible con- 
forms to this usage. God, then, is gracious, in 
the highest sense of this word, because he is the 
supreme and necessary ruler and governor of 
men. Everything, consequently, which God 
does for men, relating to the body or soul, is an 
operation of his grace, actus gratiz divine. And 
this grace is free, because no one can compel it; 
and the very idea of grace excludes all merit, 
Rom. iv. 4. 


Ill. The particular purpose of God to restore the 
human race by Christ. 


The New Testament teaches that God has 
determined to bestow his favours upon men 
through Christ, and to lead them to holiness and 
happiness by him. Hence Christ is called 
apynyos Cons. Acts, iii. 15, coll. ver.26. This 
term is explained by airtos owznpias, Heb. v. 9, 
coll. Acts, xvii. 30, 31. The gracious decree 
of God to pardon, sanctify, and bless mankind, 
and the institutions he has established for this 
purpose, are called yaprs owrrpeos, Tit. ii. 113 
iii. 4. The following particulars are implied— 
viz., God designs to free men from the unhap- 
piness occasioned by sin, (owfety;) and also to 
bestow upon them unmerited favours, yaprroir, 
AALS, x. Te 2.) These favours are pardon, sance 
tification, and eterna! plessedness, also informa- 
tion communicated by God respecting this 
blessedness, instruction as to the manner how 
we may attain to it, and strength imparted to us 
for this end. This grace of God is called 4 
aps Ocovd 2v Xprorg SoSsioa, 1 Cor. i. 4. It is 
always represented in the New Testament as 
bestowed upon us through Christ, and on his 
account. By him God teaches us and rerewg 
us; pardons us on account of his death; and 
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bestows upon us eternal blessedness through 
him and ,for his sake. Everything proceeds 
from him, and is referred tohim. This purpose 
of God is also described in the Bible by the 
Words Sérnua @s0v, xpdSeors mporyvacis and spo- 
opie, Ephes. i: 4, 11; iii. 11. The Bible 
says, too, that God made this decree from eter- 
nity, (po aidvar, or xaraforrys xdouov.) All 
the divine decrees are of this peculiar nature, 
as is implied in the particle xpd. The passage 
1 Pet. i, 20 is very clear upon this subject. 
From the Old Testament, the passage Ps. xl. 
7, seq., belongs in this connexion. This decree 
is always described as the free determination of 
God. Thus in the passages cited it is called 
evdoxia Searzuatos. Not that it-would have been 
consistent for God to desert the human race, and 
leave it to perish; the divine goodness forbids 
such a supposition. The simple meaning is, 
that no external necessity compelled him to it, 
and that it is his free grace, without any desert 
or worthiness on the part of men. Paul too, in 
Rom. ix.—xi., speaks of the free grace of God 
in respect to the new institute which he esta- 
blished upon earth by Christ. 

The following result may be deduced from 
what has been said :—Christianity is founded 
upon the principles, (a) that all men are consi- 
dered as sinners in the sight of God; to which 
the conscience of every one bears testimony, 
(vide No. I. ad finem;) and that therefore 
(5) they are subject to the pnnishment of sin, 
as experience proves. The distinguishing trait 
of Christianity is this: that it promises to men 
DELIVERANCE FROM SIN, AND THE PUNISHMENT 
OF SIN, before it requires of them perfect holi- 
ness, acceptable to God. It thus comes to the 
relief of ignorant, desponding, and feeble man; 
inspires him with confidence in God, and with 
love to him; acquaints him with his destination 
to true holiness and unalterable happiness, and 
shews the only way by which he can attain it. 
Any philosophy or system of religion which re- 
verses this order, and demands holiness of men 
pefore it gives the power to attain it; which re- 
presents holiness as the procuring cause of for- 
giveness; fails of its object, and asserts and 
requires an impossibility. The great point in 
this pardon or amnesty which Christianity pro- 
mises, is the doctrine that Jesus Christ came 
into the world to bless sinful men, to free them 
from sin and death; 1 Tim. i. 15, coll. 2 Tim. 
.. 10; John, iii. 16,17. This pardon, however, 
reaches men only when, under divine guidance 
and assistance, they act according to the con- 
ditions and precepts laid down. Hence forgive- 
ness and eternal life are inseparably connected 
in Christianity with the requisition of repent- 
ance and faith made active by love. These 
doctrines are always connected in the serip- 


tures; so Tit, ii L1—14. 
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SECTION LXXXIX. 


FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE IDEA o¥ 
MESSIAH AMONG THE ANCIENT AND MODERN 
JEWS; THEIR VARIOUS OPINIONS RESPECTING 


HIM; AND THE PROOF THAT JESUS WAS THE 
MESSIAH, 


I. The gradual development of the idea of a 
Messiah among the Israelites. 


(1) Tue idea of a former happy condition in 
the earliest ages of the world is universal among 
men, and is found too among the Israelites 
Vide s. 56. But it is quite as natural to the 
human mind to console itself in the midst of 
troubles, sefferings, and the feeling of physical 
and moral imperfection, with the hope of better 
times to come, and of a future happy condition, 
either in this life or the life to come, or in both 
together. Hence arose the fables of the heathen 
respecting the return of a golden age, the ex- 
pected dwelling of the gods upon earth, and 
pictures of a similar nature, in which their 
wishes and expectations were embodied. These 
ideas, like those concerning the original golden 
age, are held by every nation, and are founded, 
like those, in a feeling of necessity which is 
deep laid in the human soul. These ideas. ex- 
pectations, and wishes, are found in every na- 
tion; differently modified, however, according 
to their particular situation and mode of think- 
ing and representation. One people is more 
bold and confident in its expectations ; another 
is more moderate, hoping and wishing ~ataer 
than determining and deciding. 

(2) The Jewish nation, too, expected such a 
return of the golden age to the earth; and they 
were justified in this by the declarations and 
promises of their oldest prophets. But this ex- 
pectation of the Jews was peculiar, and distin- 
guished from that of others in this respect, that 
this period was placed by them in the times 
when the Messiah should appear. These happy 
times were called xan doy. 

(3) But the question here arises—Is the doc- 
trine respecting the Messiah, the Saviour of the 
world, a doctrine really revealed by God to 
men; or is it merely a human opinion, origi- 
nating among the Jews from their accidental 
cireumstances,—in short, a Jewish fable, em 
ployed by Christ and the apostles for benevo 
lent, moral purposes ? 

First. The last supposition is maintained in 
general by those who deny or question all di- 
rect revelation; by all, indeed, who deny the 
reality of miracles ; for predictions belong to the 
class of miraculous occurrences; and the objec- 
tions made to one may be mado to the other. 
Vide s. 7, IIl., s. 72,11. These writers endea- 
vour by various hypotheses to explain the nae 


[ tural origin of this idea. Cf. Stephani, Gedane 
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ken tiber die Entstehung und Ausbildung der 
Idee von einem Messias; Niirnberg, 1787, 8vo. 
Eckermann, Theologische Beytrage, b. ii. st. 
1; Altona, 1791, 8vo. Ziegler, Entwickelung 
des wahrscheinlichen Ursprungs der Idee vom 
Messias, in Henke’s Mag. fiir Religionsphilo- 
sophie, b. i. st. 1, Abhandl. 2. Ammon, Ver- 
such einer Christologie des alten Testaments ; 
Erlangen, 1794, 8vo. Their principal opinions 
may be compressed in the following statement— 
ViZ., 

Many brave heroes and deliverers (swrnpes 
oyvin) had appeared among the Jews from the 
earliest period of their history, and had contri- 
buted to the public weal. Such were the pro- 
phets and great kings. But the advantages 
which had been hoped for, both in respect to 
religious and moral improvement, and also in 
respect to civil and social welfare, had not as 
yet been realized, and were still expected in fu- 
ture time. By degrees, all wishes, hopes, and 
expectations centred in one person, who would 
accomplish all which was desired. This idea 
did not become general, or rather, did not take 
its origin, among the Jews until after the Baby- 
lonish captivity. This person was expected to 
be the deliverer and helper of the Jewish nation, 
and principally a temporal deliverer, who would 
establish an earthly kingdom. This idea pre- 
vailed widely among the Jews at the time of 
Christ, and, by the aid of the allegorical inter- 
pretation then current, was carried into the more 
ancient of their sacred books. Now Jesus, it 
is said, found this idea, and connected it, such 
as he found it, with his doctrine; not consider- 
ing it himself (as many say) to be really true. 
He modified this idea, and gave himself out for 
a spiritual deliverer of mankind by his instruc- 
tion. Eckermann, therefore, affirms distinctly, 
that in the whole Old Testament there are no 
proper predictions of Christ. Beytr. st. 1. 


Remarks on this Explanation. 


(a) All accounts of the origin of this idea, 
which are exclusive of direct divine revelation, 
if not otherwise objectionable, are merely con- 
jectural and hypothetical, and cannot be histo- 
tically proved. This is the reason why they 
are so various and contradictory; there is no 
sure historical ground and basis upon which 
they can be established and built; they are mere 
plays of the imagination, mere conjectures as to 
the manner in which the thing may possibly 
have been. And indeed, many cases may be 
imagined posstb/e, no one of which can be proved 
to be historically true, and most of which have 
historical evidence against them. This discre- 
pancy of views among writers on this subject, 
therefore, never will or can cease, 
they proceed in this way. 

(0) The assertion of Eckermann and others, 


as long as 
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that the Old-Testament descriptions of the Mese 
siah are not descriptions of Jesus, but of an 
earthly king, is unfounded. For although the 
Messiah is often compared to a king, as even 
God is, he is also named and described as a 
prophet and priest. And to free men from sin, 
to instruct them, and promote their moral im- 
provement, are ascribed to him as the principal 
part and proper object of his advent. Psalm 
xxii., xl., cx.; Isaiah, ii., xi., liii. 

(c) The predictions of the prophets represent 
the Messiah not as the king and ruler of a sin- 
gle nation, as the Jewish kings were, but as the 
king and benefactor of all who should be friend- 
ly to him. In the predictions of the Jewish 
prophets he is promised quite as much, and 
even more, to the heathen than to the Jews 
themselves. Vide the passages before cited. 
The promises given to Abraham, Gen. xii. 3; 
xxii. 18, are certainly free from any Jewish ex- 
clusiveness, and are as comprehensive as pos- 
sible, 

(d) The assertion that the idea of Messiah 
originated during the Babylonish captivity, or 
afterwards, and that the earlier Jews differently 
understood the so-named Messianic passages in 
Moses and the prophets, is contrary to historv. 
For the idea respecting a Messiah was univer- 
sal among the Samaritans at the time of Christ, 
and much earlier. And indeed it was held by 
the Samaritans more purely than by the greater 
part of the Jews; as the Messiah was represent- 
ed by them as the great Prophet and Saviour, 
John, iv. 25, 42, seq. Therefore this idea must 
have existed among the Jews before the reli- 
gious separation between them and the Samari. 
tans; and consequently before the Babylonian 
exile. For the Samaritans would not certainly 
have received it from the Jews after the separa- 
tion. Whence then did they derive it? They 
admitted only the five books of Moses from the 
whole Old Testament. Accordingly, they must 
have grounded their expectation upon the testi- 
mony of Moses, and the interpretation of this 
testimony given them by the Israelitish teach- 
ers sent to them from Assyria, 2 Kings, xvii. 
27, seq. The Israelites, therefore, must have 
had the idea of a Messiah long before the Bahy- 
lonian exile, and must have found it, too, in the 
books of Moses. 

Srconpiy.—The whole opinion that the idea 
of Messiah does not depend upon divine revela- 
tion, and that it is not contained in the oldest 
sacred records of the Hebrews, stands in the 
most palpable contradiction to the clearest decla- 
rations of Christ and his apostles. For (a) the 
writings of the prophets are acknowledged by 
them to be of divine authority, and the doo. 
trines and predictions contained in them are not 
treated as fictions and fables, but as truly re- 
vealed by God. And (6) it is no less certain 
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that they teach that there are in Moses and the 
prophets predictions respecting the Messiah, or 
benefactor of the world, and that these were ful- 
filled in Jesus. Jesus himself frequently as- 
serts this in the most impressive and solemn 
manner, Luke, xviii. 31—33; xxii. 37; xxiv. 
27; Matt. xx. 18, 19; xxvi. 54; Mark, ix. 12; 
John, v. 39, 46. And in this his apostles ex- 
actly follow his example. Acts, ii. 16, 25; viii. 
18; x. 34; xiii. 23, 32; xxvi. 22, 23; 1 Pet. i. 
11; 2 Pet. i, 19, and the Pauline epistles. The 
apostles themselves therefore believed this. 

Now if Jesus and his apostles were merely 
human teachers, they may possibly have erred 
in this matter; as also many of the Jewish 
teachers of that time, who interpreted these pas- 
sages in the same way, may have done. But 
if they were divinely commissioned, what they 
say on this subject must be believed. For I 
am not at liberty to proceed optionally in be- 
lieving the declarations of a man whom I ac- 
knowledge to be divinely commissioned. I am 
not at liberty to make selection of what I will 
admit and what reject at my good pleasure. I 
must rather yield unconditional faith to each 
and every thing which he, as a divine messen- 
ger, teaches and declares. Consistency, then, 
requires us to go on this principle in this sub- 
ject. Vide Herder, Briefe das Studium der 
Theologie betreffend, br. 18, 21, particularly s. 
303, f. 349—352, th. ii. Cf. Herder’s Work, 
«« Vom Erléser der Menschen, nach unsern drey 
ersten Evangelisten; Riga, 1796, 8vo. [Cf. es- 
pecially Hengstenberg, «* Christologie,” where 
this whole subject is more ably discussed than 
anywhere else.—Tr. ] 


IL. Variows opinions of the Jews at and after the 
time of Christ respecting the Messiah, and the 
naiure of his kingdom. 


(1) At the time of Christ, and previously, 
the current opinion of the people in Palestine, 
and indeed of most of the Pharisees and law- 
yers, was, that he would be a temporal deliverer 
and a king of the Jews, and indeed, a universal 
monarch, who would reign over all nations. 
Thus they interpreted the passages, Psalm ii. 2, 
6, 8; Jer. xxiii. 5, 6; Zech. ix. 4,seq. Hence 
those who, during the lifetime of Jesus, ac- 
knowledged him to be the Messiah, wished to 
proclaim him king, John, vi.15, coll. Matt. xxi. 
8,9. The apostles themselves held this opi- 
nion until after the resurrection of Christ, Mat- 
thew. xx. 20, 21; Luke, xxiv. 21; Acts, 1.6% 
And Jesus himself, during his life upon earth, 
proceeded very guardedly, in order to lead them 
gradually from this deep-rooted prejudice, and 
and not to take it away at once. Josephus says 
that the enthusiasm of the Jews in the war 
against the Romans, was very much increased 
by this belief of an universal monarchy. Vide 
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Bell. Jud. vi. 5. Suetonius (Vesp. c. 4) and 
Tacitus (Hist. v.13) speak of this expectation 
spread throughout all the East by the Jews. It 
was expected that he would institute new reli- 
gious rites, (John, i. 25 3) that he would perform 
uncommonly great miracles, (John, vii. 313) 
that he would be born at Bethlehem, of the line 
of David, and yet from obscure parents, (John, 
vii. 42;) and that he would never die, (John, 
xii. 34.) 

(2) Some, but by far the smallest number, 
had purer ideas respecting the Messiah; and did 
not so much expect an earthly kingdom as for- 
giveness of sin, instruction, diffusion of truth, 
and, in short, spiritual blessings, Simeon had 
this correct view, (Luke, ii. 30, seq. 3) the ma- 
lefactor on the cross, (Luke, xxiii. 43;) and a 
few other Jews at the time of Christ. Many 
pious Jews, too, out of Palestine, may be sup- 
posed to have had the same correct views. For 
even the common people of Samaria had opi- 
nions on this subject comparatively pure. Vide 
John, iv. 25, seq. Jesus approved these opi- 
nions as just and scriptural, and always acted 
in conformity with them. Vide Luke, xvii. 20, 
21; John, xviii. 36—38. It is, then, very un- 
just to charge him with the intention of esta- 
blishing an earthly kingdom, as is done in the 
work «Vom Zweck Jesu,” Braunschweig, 
1778. Vide Koppe «Progr. de sententia Jude- 
orum de Messia et futuro ejus regno;” Gott. 
yi zis) 

(3) Many united both of these opinions, and 
considered the Messiah as a teacher and earthly 
king at the same time, as the supreme head of 
church and state. This appears to have been 
the opinion of the apostles and most of the dis- 
ciples of Christ, while he lived upon the earth. 
A multitude of Christians of the Judaizing party, 
during the first and second centuries, believed 
that Christ would return to the earth to establish 
a temporal kingdom for a thou~and years—an 
opinion which has been induiged by many 
Christians in every age down to the present 
time. 

(4) Some of the Jews at the time of Christ, 
and previously, were free-thinkers, and appear 
to have rejected the whole notion of a Messiah 
as a popular superstition, a fabulous and ground- 
less expectation. Especially was this the case 
after the destruction of the Jewish state by the 
Romans. Many of the Jews out of Palestine, 
especially the learned Grecian Jews, appear to 
have been of this way of thinking. Accord- 
ingly, there is no mention of this idea even in 
the Book of Wisdom, or in all the writings of 
Philo. And even Josephus, in his desire to 
please the Greeks and Romans, appears to have 
been ashamed of this faith of his fathers, and so 
always avoids the subject. They were satis- 
fied with mere morality, and connected the Gre- 
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‘sh religion and theology. This silence is the 
more remarkable, especially in Philo, consider- 
ing how much he was given to the allegorical 
interpretat.on of the Old Testament. 

(5) We find all these different opinions re- 

eated in the writings of the Jews who lived 
after the time of Christ and the destruction of 
the temple,—in the Chaldaic paraphrases, in 
the book Sohar, in the Talmud, and in the Rab- 
bins, where so many of the ancient traditions 
are exhibited. 

(a) The opinions of the more modern Jews 
were very various respecting the importance of 
the doctrine itself. Some considered it to be 
the most important doctrine of their faith, and 
expected that a complete restoration of religion, 
morality, and happiness, would be effected by 
the Messiah. In their view he was to accom- 
plish, as it were, a new political and moral 
creation; so Maimonides. Others considered 
it as a doctrine of less importance, and seldom 
mentioned it. Many of them appear, in reality, 
to have rejected it altogether, or to have been 
ashamed of it, 

(0) In respect to the institutions of the Mes- 
siah, and the object of his mission, they exhi- 
bited the same diversity as prevailed at an ear- 
lier period. Most adhered to the gross opinion 
of the establishment of an earthly kingdom, and 
the subjection of the o3. Others made his 
most prominent object to be, the improvement 
of doctrine, the restoration of morals, and spiri- 
tual blessedness. But these were comparatively 
few. 

(c) Some of the Jews who could not under- 
stand how the Messiah should be described by 
the prophets sometimes as king (Ps. ii., ex.; 
Is. xi.,) and sometimes as inferior, lowly and 
despised, (Ps. xxii.; Is. liii.,) invented the doc- 
trine of a twofold Messiah, in order to reconcile 
these accounts; one, the inferior, despised Mes- 
siah, Joseph’s son, in whom Christians believe; 
the other, David’s son, who is yet to come and 
establish his kingdom. 

(d) Many of the Jews endeavoured to account 
for the long delay of the Messiah by the sinful- 
ness of which their nation is guilty. The pro- 
mise, they say, was made conditionally. But 
this hypothesis derives no support from the 
Messianic oracles in the Old Testament. 


Hl. The method of proving that Jesus of Nazareth 
is the true Messiah. 


(1) This is proved from the marks and de- 
scriptions which the Old Testament gives of 
the Messiah, all of which meet in Jesus in the 
most remarkable manner, This proof that Jesus 
is the Messiah promised in the Old Testament, 
may ve made extremely convincing. Chris- 
tians, however, do not, as Collins supposes, by 
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any means rely solely on the predictions of the 
Old Testament for the Messianic authority of 
Jesus, nor does Christ himself. Vide John, v. | 
34, seq. For these predictions, though ever se 
valuable and important in themselves, are al. 
ways, like all predictions, in a certain degree 
obscure. The Old Testament is indeed very 
instructive and useful, when rightly employed, 
but it is not the only ground on which the con- 
fidence of Christians rests. It affords important 
proof even for Christians, but not the only proof, 
Vide vol. i. s. 12, II. 

This method of proof from the Old Testament 
is especially useful in convincing the Jews, and 
in refuting their objections. Thus Christ ap- 
plies it, John, v. 839—47. All the marks which 
the Jews consider characteristic of the Messiah, 
according to their sacred books, agree exactly 
in Jesus. And all those traits and minute cir- 
cumstances which are exhibited in passages of 
the Old Testament acknowledged by the Jews 
themselves to relate to the Messiah, meet in him 
as they do not in any other person known in 
history. He was born at Bethlehem, of the fa- 
mily of David, of which the Jews have now for 
along time had no continued genealogical ta- 
bles. He had a precursor. He confirmed his 
doctrine by the most striking miracles. He 
died, was honourably buried, and rese again. 
His garments were divided. Vinegar was 
given him to drink. And many other circum- 
stances of the same nature, greater and smaller, 
which were predicted concerning the Messiah, 
were fulfilled in Jesus. Such passages are 
therefore very frequently urged by the apostles 
against the Jews, in order to convince them. 

(2) Christians who acknowledge the divine 
authority of the New Testament, and the credi- 
bility of Jesus and the apostles, have an addi- 
tional and principal ground of their belief of 
this truth, in the testimony and information 
contained in the books of the New Testament. 
Throughout these books Jesus is represented as 
the greatest divine messenger, Lord over all, the 
Saviour of the world, (Swrnp, pas rod xdonor, 6 
Kupeos.) .In short, he is described as the same 
person whom the Jews call Messiah. If divine 
wisdom had seen proper to raise him up in an: 
other country, and under other circumstances, 
his name and the form of his doctrine might, in- 
deed, have been different, while the substance 
itself would have continued the same. 

According to the constant representation ot 
the New Testament, God himself confirmed the 
truth that Jesus was the Messiah. He did this 
by John the Baptist, John, i. 19—41; by voices 
from heaven at the baptism of Christ, and on 
other occasions; by angels, Luke, i. 30—38; by 
Jesus himself, who confirmed the truth of his 
declarations by miracles, John, iv. 25,26; Matt 
xxvi. 62, 63; and by the apostles commissioned 
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‘c be his messengers, Acts, ii. 22—38; 1 John, 
i. and ii. 1; &c. 

Thus in all the passages of the New Testa- 
ment where it is said that Jesus is the Messiah, 
or that the Messiah has come in the person of 
Jesus, the idea is always implied that Jesus is 
the promised Lord and Redeemer, the Benefactor 
and Saviour. In short, the word Messiah, which 
grammatically signifies king, becomes a doc- 
trinal word, synonymous with Kips and Ye- 
typ. And in this way the erroneous views of 
the Jews respecting the Messiah were correct- 
ed. If we would consider the subject in this 
light, and be satisfied with the representations 
which the New Testament gives of it, we should 
easily avoid the difficulties with which many 
have been perplexed regarding this doctrine. 
Vide Eckermann, Theol. Beytr. st. 1. We 
should not then declare, with this writer and 
others, that the doctrine that Jesus 7s the Mes- 
stah belongs only to the Jews, and is not an es- 
sential doctrine of pure Christianity. The He- 
brew name mvp was Jewish or Israelitish, but 
the thing denoted by it was intended for all, and 
is a fundamental doctrine of Christianity. 

Note.— W orks on some of the subjects treated 
in this section. For information respecting 
the Jewish opinions of the Messiah, vide Maii 
«Synopsis Theol. Judaice;” Giess, 1698, 
4to; Glassner, De gemino Judeorum Messia; 
Helmst, 1739, 4to; Eisenmenger, Entdecktes 
Judenthum; Keil (Prof. Lips.), Hist. Dogm. 
de regno Messiz, Jesu et app. etate; Lipsie, 
1781. On the point that Jesus is the Messiah, 
vide the ancient works of Olearius and Schott- 
gen, in «Hor. Hebr.” t. ii. The most com- 
plete work after these is that of Bishop Kidder, 
« Convincing Proof that Jesus is the Messiah,” 
translated from the English by Rambach; Ros- 
tock, 1757, 4to. [For a fuller account of the 
literaturé of this subject, cf. Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 
444, Anmerk. Vide especially the late work 
of Hengstenberg, Christologie des A. T.—Tnr.] 


SECTION XC. 


OF THE PRINCIPLES ON WHICH WE ARE TO INTER- 
PRET THE LITERAL AND FIGURATIVE PREDIC- 
TIONS CONTAINED IN THE OLD TESTAMENT 
RESPECTING THE MESSIAH, AND THE NEW IN- 
STITUTE FOUNDED BY HIM. 


I. Brief History of the manner in which Christians 
have interpreted the Messianic Predictions. 


Tue allegorical method of interpretation pre- 
sailed among the early Christian fathers, espe- 
cially the Egyptian fathers—e. ¢., Justin the 
Martyr, Pantenus, Clement of Alexandria, Ta- 
tian, and still more after the age of Origen. 
They considered the Bible, as Philo and other 
learned Grecian Jews had done before them, to 


be a repository of every kind of useful informa- 
tion, and especially of all religious truth. Any 
truth of this kind which they did not find clear- 
ly exhibited in it, they introduced by means of 
their allegorical interpretation, exactly in the 
same way as the stnics, and many other learned 
Grecians, had proceeded with Homer and some 
other of their sacred books. On this principle 
it was that many of these fathers endeavoured 
to find all the perfection of Christian knowledge 
in the Old Testament, and carried back into it 
the entire Christian system. Butin this they 
deviated widely from the mind of the apostles, 
who expressly say that the patriarchs saw the 
promised blessings only from afar off, (Heb. 
xi. 13,) and that there was much obscurity in 
the predictions concerning Christ, 2 Peter, i. 
19—21; 1 Peter, i. 10—12. 

But this extreme was objected to by many of 
the learned fathers—e. g., Eusebius the Eme- 
sene, Diodorus of Tarsus, Theodorus of Mopsu- 
estia. Some of these fell into the opposite ex- 
treme, and allow few or no passages in the Old 
Testament to refer to the Messiah. Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, and others, took a middle course 
between these two parties. This difference of 
opinion has continued down through all ages of 
the Christian church. Some have seen the 
Messiah rarely or nowhere, others everywhere, 
in the Old Testament; while others still have 
pursued a middle course. Vide Ernesti, + Nar- 
ratio critica de interpret. prophetiarum Mess. in 
eccl.”” in Opuse. Theol. 


Il. Examination of the principles of the theory of 
accommodation applied to the interpretation of 
the Messianic Predictions. 


Since the time of Semler, about the middle of 
the eighteenth century, an opinion has prevailed 
widely in the protestant church, that the Old 
Testament contains very few passages, or none 
at all, which treat literally and properly of Jesus 
Christ, and that all or most of the passages 
cited in the New Testament are used in the way 
of accommodation. The following reasons have 
been offered in support of this theory. The Jews 
at the time of Christ were very much given to 
the allegorical interpretation of scripture. Ever 
after the time of the exile, when the expectation 
of a Messiah had become universal among them, 
they had eagerly searched the Old Testament for 
everything which in the least favoured this ex- 
pectation; and had succeeded, by the help of 
their allegorical interpretation, in making their 
scriptures seem to contain predictions respect- 
ing a Messiah. Jesus and the apostles were 
therefore compelled to pursue the same method, 
and to use it as 1 means of gradually bringing 
the Jews to a better knowledge of religion. 
Their pursuing this course does not prove that 
they themselves considered these passages as 
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actual predictions. That they did not so con- 
sider them appears from the fact that they pur- 
sued a different course when veaching gentiles, 
and did not in that case appeal to the Old Tes- 
tament. 

But in this statement we must carefully dis- 
tinguish between what is true and what is erro- 
neous and exaggerated. 

(1) The allegorical interpretation of the sa- 
cred scriptures cannot be historically proved to 
have prevailed among the Jews from the time 
of the exile, or to have been common with the 
Jews of Palestine at the time of Christ and his 
apostles, Although the Sanhedrim and the 
hearers of Jesus often appealed to the Old Tes- 
tament, according to the testimony of the New- 
Testament writers, they give no indication of 
the allegorical interpretation. Even Josephus 
has nothing of it. The Platonic Jews of Egypt 
began, in the first century, in imitation of the 
heathen Greeks, to interpret the Old Testament 
allegorically. Philo was distinguisbed among 
those in that place who practised this method, 
and he defends it as something new, and before 
unheard of, and for that reason opposed by the 
other Jews; De Confus. Lingu. p. 347, seq. 
Jesus was not, therefore, in a situation where 
he was compelled to comply with a prevailing 
custom of allegorical interpretation; for this 
method did net prevail at that time among the 
Jews; certainly not in Palestine, where ?esus 
taught. 

(2) The writers of tne New Testament them- 
selves make a clear distinction between the alle- 
gorical and literal interpretation of the Old Tes- 
tament. When they use the allegorical method, 
they either say expressly, here zs allegory, Gal. 
iy. 24, or they shew it by the context, or by vre- 
fixing some particle of comparison—e. g., Gonep 
xadws, Heb. vii.3 John, ili. 14; Matt. xii. 40, 
But they express themselves very differently in 
texts which they quote as literal prophecy for 
the purpose of proof. 

(3) If the apostles did not allude to the Old 
Testament in the instructions which they gave 
to gentiles, it does not follow either that they 
believed the Old Testament to be of no use to 
them, or that they did not seriously consider 
the passages which they cited as predictions 
in their instructions to the Jews to be really 
such. The reason why the apostles omitted these 
allusions in the commencement of the instruc- 
tion which they gave to the heathen is the same 
as leads the wise missionary at the present day 
to omit them in the same circumstances. Their 
gentile hearers and readers knew nothing of the 
Bible, and could not, of course, be convinced 
from ar unknown book. The apostles, however, 
gradually instructed their gentile converts in the 
contents of this book, and then appealed to it as 
frequently before them as before Jews or con- 
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verts from Judaism. This is proved by the 
Epistles and the Acts of the Apostles. Thus 
Peter says to the heathen centurion, Cornelius, 
after the latter had ‘become acquainted with the 
prophets, “Of this Jesus testify all the pro- 
phets,”’ &c., Acts, x. 43, coll. Acts, viii. 26—35, 
and the epistles of Paul. 

(4) It cannot be shewn, in general, that Jesus 
and his apostles, in compliance with the current 
prejudices of their contemporaries, ever taught 
anything or seemingly affirmed anything to be 
true which they themselves considered as false. 
No more can it be shewn, in particular, that they 
adopted and authorized any explanations of the 
Old Testament which they themselves consider- 
ed as invalid, merely because they were common 
among their contemporaries. Such compliance 
is entirely contrary to their usual course of ac- 
tion; (vide Matt. v. 19, 23;) nor can it be at all 
justified on pure moral principles, as even mo- 
dern theologians are beginning more and more 
to allow. When Christ, therefore, says dis- 
tinctly, Matt. xxii. 43, that David, by divine re- 
velation, called the Messiah, Lord (Ps. ex.), he 
must have believed exactly as he said, and so 
have admitted a divine prediction respecting the 
Messiah in this psalm. The same when he says, 
John, v. 46, ‘* that Moses wrote concerning him.”” 
Hence it follows, that whenever Jesus and the 
apostles expressly assent to the Jewish expla- 
nations of the Old Testament, or build proofs 
upon them, they themselves must have consi- 
dered these explanations as just. 

Here everything depends upon the doctrine 
above stated; if Christ and his apostles were 
mere human teachers, they may have erred ; but 
if tney spake as divine messengers, they must be 
believed on their simple authority. 


III. The principles of Interpretation on which Che ist 
and his Apostles proceed in quoting from the Ola 
Testament, especially the Messianic Passages. 


Undoubtedly many of the same principles 
often appear in Jewish writings, as well as the 
same formula of quotation, «thus is fulfilled,” 
&c. Vide Wahner, Antiqq. Heb. t. ii.; Suren- 
hus, BeBros xararaayys. Wetstein ad Matt. i 
22, and Schottgen, in s. 89 of his book last cited 
Now if Christ, by his own example, authorizes 
the principles which were embraced by the 
Jews, he himself mtist have considered them te 
be true. Whether we must on this accoun 
consider them as true, must be determined by 
the alternative above stated. The principles o, 
interpreting the Old Testament which many 
modern commentators have adopted, differ alto 
gether from those which Christ and his apostles 
followed; still these modern principles must 
not be ascribed to Christ and his apostles, but 
we must inquire historically, What were the 
principles on which Christ and his apostles pre 
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ceeded? These need not necessarily be the 
same as those which modern interpreters adopt. 

(1) God determined from eternity (xpo xata- 
Borys xdouov) to send a benefactor and saviour 
(Zer7p, Messias) to bless the world made 
wretched by sin. This purpose was revealed 
very early, and was from time to time repeated 
and rendered more plain. Thus Christ and the 
zpostles declare, with the Jews, «that Moses, 
the Psalms, and the prophets spake concerning 
him.” Vides. 89. 

(2) God saw best to communicate his will to 
the patriarchs of the Jewish nation, and to trans- 
mit this revelation to their posterity by means 
of extraordinary men, messengers, (os»33;) thus 
mezking the Israelites, as it were, the deposita- 
sies of the divine revelations for the salvation 
of men during the earlier ages of the world. In 
this respect, too, Christ and the Jews were 
agreed; and in this, also, that God had refer- 
ence, in ail his instructions and ordinances given 
by the prophets, to his great plan respecting the 
Messiah. 

(3) Consequently, according to the doctrine 
of Christ, the writings of the prophets, from 
Meses downwards, contain literal predictions 
respecting this Saviour of the world and the 
new institute to be founded by him, though all 
these predictions are not of equal clearness. 

(4) But to these prophets themselves every- 
thing which they predicted was not perfectly 
plain and intelligible. God saw best to reserve 
the more clear explanation of the sense of many 
of his earlier oracles to be communicated by 
prophets at a later period. Thus many of the 
predictions respecting Christ and his apostles 
could be more distinetly and justly interpreted 
in after times than by the prophets themselves 
who originally uttered them. This maxim 
often appears in the writings of the Jews, and 
is expressly mentioned in the New Testament; 
1 Pet i. 10—12, and 2 Pet. i. 19. Vide Progr. 
ad h.J. [Vide the discussion of this point in 
the Bib. Repository, No. I. Art. 4; also No. 
IV. Art.4. Cf. Woods on Inspiration, Lect. i. 
p- 33.—Tr. ] 

(5) The duties and offices of the Messiah very 
much resemble the duties and offices of the Old- 
Testament prophets, priests, and kings. ‘These 
names are therefore frequently applied to him. 
As aking of the house of David, he inherited, 
as it were, all the rights, privileges, and titles 
of the kings, (e. g., of David or Solomon ;) as 
a prophet, those of the Jewish prophets, (e. g., 
of Moses and others ;) and as a priest, those of 
he priests, (e. g., of Melchisedec and Aaron.) 
The character which they possessed, and the ac- 
tions which they performed imperfectly, and on 
a small seale, he possessed and performed per- 
fectly, and on a large scale. This canon of in- 
verpretation ‘s held by the Rabbins, and is not 
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in any way objectionable. The case is very 
much the same as when the rights of an empe- 
ror are proved by shewing from the history of 
the empire that his predecessors possessed them; 
or when the official rights of a person are esta- 
blished from the ancient privileges of the office, 
and from the history of his predecessors in it. 
Cf. Psalm Ixxxix. 27, 31—34, 

This principle casts light upon the passages 
of the New Testament, where texts are cited 
from the Old, which appear at first sight to 
treat of different persons and objects. All the 
texts in which the rights, offices, and dignities 


.of the Israelitish prophets, priests, and kings, 


are the subjects of consideration, relate to the 
Messiah, the greatest of their successors, and 
are directly applicable to him. He possesses 
all the greatness, distinction, and pre-eminence 
ascribed to them, only in a far higher degree. 
So it is in the writings of the Jews, and in the 
New Testament, Heb. i. and ii., and other 
places. 

(6) The Jews generally, though not uniformly, 
asserted the pre-existence of the Messiah before 
his visible appearance upon the earth, although 
the doctrine of his miraculous birth was not as 
yet entirely clear to them. Thisis seen in the 
Chaldaic paraphrases and in the writings of the 
Rabbins. Christ himself affirms his pre-exist- 
ence in the clearest manner, John, viii. 58; chap. 
xvii. seq. The writers just mentioned ascribe 
everything which was done in the Old Testa- 
ment for the salvation of men, and particularly 
of the Jews, to the Messiah, as the efficient or 
concurrent cause. He led them from Egypt, 
defended them in their journey through the de- 
sert, and spake to them by the prophets. They 
explained many passages of the Old Testament 
in which the appearance of God, or of the angel 
of the Lord, is mentioned, as applying directly 
to the Messiah. This principle, too, is author- 
ized and adopted in the New Testament. Ac- 
cording to 1 Pet. i. 11, it was the Spirit of Christ 
which inspired the prophets of the Old Testa- 
ment, and communicated revelations through 
them. According to 1 Cor. x. 4, the Rock (a 
common appellation of God) which accompa- 
nied the Israelites in the desert was Christ. 
Wien they tempted God by disobedience, they 
tempted Christ, (ver. 9.) Isaiah, who saw God 
in his glory, (Isaiah, vi.) is said to have seen 
the glory of the Messiah, John, xii. 41. 

Thus we see why texts of the Old Testament, 
which treat of God in general, and of his works 
among men, especially among his own people, 
are applied in the New Testament directly to 
the Messiah. 

(7) Instruction by means of allegories, sym- 
bols, and symbolical actions, is very suitable to 
men; especially during the childhood both of 
individuals and nations. Such instruction is 
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exactly in tre spirit of the Hebrews, and of 
other oriental nations. This being so, it would 
have been a subject of wonder if instruction of 
this kind had not been given respecting so im- 
portant an object as the new dispensation to be 
instituted by the Messiah. That such instruc- 
tion was given, the Jews have always main- 
tained ; and it is clearly contained in many pas- 
sages of the Old Testament—e. g., Ps. xl. 7; 
seq. The writers of the New Testament dis- 
tinctly teach that some of the ordinances ap- 
pointed by Moses and the other prophets by 
divine command, were designed by God to 
prepare the way for the future Saviour of the 
world, to point to him, and to be types of him 
and his blessings. Sacrifice, expiation, and 
other ordinances of the Old Testament, were 
not appointed on their own account, but were 
intended as images of the more perfect ordi- 
nances to be expected in future time. Many 
of the expressions and images in the discourses 
of John the Baptist and of Christ respecting 
sacrifices and the sacrificial Jamb, lead to this 
conclusion ; and the correctness of it is distinetly 
declared by the apostles. Vide Col. ii. 17; 
Rom. iii. 21; the epistle to the Galatians, and 
Heb. viii., ix., x.; John, xix. 36. 

But we are very liable to go too far in the 
illustration and development of these allegorical 
predictions; and this study frequently degene- 
rates into an idle amusement. The charge of 
extravagance in this respect may be justly made 
against many of the ecclesiastical fathers, and 
many protestant theologians of Jater times, espe- 
cially against Cocceius and his followers, at the 
close of the seventeenth century. The best way 
to avoid such mistakes is to admit of no allego- 
rical predictions except such as are mentioned 
in the New Testament, and to extend the resem- 
blance no further than it is carried there. 

But we must not suppose, because some have 
made this subject ridiculous by their extrava- 
gance, that the New Testament does not author- 
ize the belief of allegorical predictions. Such 
a supposition is most obviously untrue; and the 
only reason why any have supported it is, that 
they would prefer that an idea so inconsistent, 
as it seemed to them, with the spirit and ideas 
of our own age, should not be found in the New 

Testament. That the design of God relating 
2 the future was not always made known im- 
mediately on the establishment of the ordinances 
of the former dispensation, does not prove that 
God, in found:ng those ordinances, had no such 
design. It was sufficient that he made it known 
as soon as men were capable of understanding 
it. Vide supra, No. 4. i 

These allegorical or symbolical predictions 
and indications are commonly called types. So 
they were called by the fathers, who took this 
term from Heb. viii. 5; Rom. vi. 7; 1 Cor. x. 
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6,11. They were divided into typos persorales, 
certain persons (rulers, prophets, priests,) whe 
were the representatives of the Messiah; and 
typos reales, to which the Levitical ritual, sacri 
fices, and other ordinances of Moses belong. 
Vide Michaelis, Typische Gottesgelahrtheit; 
Dr. Rau, Freymiithige Untersuchung tiber die 
Typologie; Erlangen, 1784, 8vo; and, most of 
all, Storr Commentar tiber den Brief an die 
Hebraer, particularly s. 199—208. 

Note-—In the instruction of the common 
people, the following view of this subject may 
be most scripturally and safely presented :— 
By means of various religious ordinances and 
remarkable persons among the Israelites, God 
represented and pointed out the Messiah; to 
these Jesus and his apostles often allude, in 
order to shew that the present dispensation was 
of old designed and decreed by God, and in 
order to excite a due estimation of these bene- 
fits in us, who have not the shadow simply, but 
the full enjoyment and possession of them; 
Col. ii. 17. F 

Those who deny any direct revelation of the 
divine will during the Old-Testament dispensa- 
tion, declare themselves against allegorical pre- 
dictions with great zeal. And so they must, in 
order to be consistent. But this shews thac 
their doctrine is not agreeable to the scriptures, 
which affirm that both the Old and New Testa- 
ments contain direct divine revelations. 

(8) Finally, all these observations are per- 
fectly consistent with the principle that many 
texts of the Old Testament are cited merely on 
account of some accidental resemblance in sub- 
ject or expression; in the same way as quotas 
tions are made in works of every kind ; convey- 
ing the idea, that what was true in the passage 
cited in one sense ts true here in another sense. 
Thus the text, Is. liii. 4,5, ««he removed our 
sicknesses,” denoting spiritual sicknesses, is 
applied, Matt. viii. 17, to bodily infirmities. 
The discourse of Christ, John, xviii. 9, coll. 
chap. xvii. 12, affords a similar example. Cf. 
on this subject, Képpen, Die Bibel ein Werk 
der géttlichen Weisheit, th. i. s. 235; Michaelis, 
Dogmatik, s. 122—128; Scrip. Var. Arg. p. 
609, seq. respecting waypwSrvac, x. 7. 2.3 Kleu 
ker, Tractat. de nexu prophetico inter utrumque 
constitutionis divine fcedus. [Vide also Woods 
on Inspiration, Lect. iii—Tr.] 


SECTION XCI. 


OF THE SUCCESSIVE DEGREES OF THE REVELA 
TIONS AND PREDICTIONS CONTAINED IN THE 
OLD TESTAMENT RESPECTING THE MESSIAH. 


Divine providence frequently makes a long 
and secret preparation for great and iraportant 
events, before they are actually accomplished. 
Commonly it gives at first only intimations 
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and distant allusions, b it gradually unfolds its 
desig: s more clearly. We might expect, then, 
with much probability, that the divine revela- 
tions respecting the Messiah would, at first, be 
comparatively scanty and obscure, and would 
gradually become more clear and evident. And 
‘such we find to be the fact. Besides, the early 
childhood of the world and of the Jewish nation 
was not prepared to receive full information upon 
this subject. Theologians observe, very justly, 
that God has most exactly adapted the instruc- 
tion given respecting the Messiah to the neces- 
sities of men, and the circumstances of particular 
times. The Messiah, accordingly, is sometimes 
represented under the image of a king, some- 
times under that of a prophet, again under that 
of a priest, &c.; s. 90. 

Four periods are commonly distinguished. 

(1) The first period extends from the com- 
Mencement of scriptural history to the time of 
David. In this period there is, by general con- 
fession, the most obscurity. From the remotest 
ages, however, there was a general belief that 
a time would come, in a distant futurity, in 
which God would shew signal favour to men, 
and especially to pious men, in some extraordi- 
nary manner, by means of his prophets, and 
particularly one of them. ‘This belief was snf- 
ficient ; « They saw the promised blessings from 
a distance,’’ Heb. xi. 13. 

The first text of this kind occurs Gen. iii. 15. 
Vide s. 75, ad finem. [Also Hengstenberg’s 
Christologie, s. 26, ff.] It was during the life 
of Abraham, and the times immediately follow- 
ing, if we judge from the B:: le, that the general 
truth was made known, that his family would 
be the medium of communicating this great 
blessing to a future age. Here belongs the pro- 
mise, Gen. xii. 3, that “in Abraham all nations 
should be blessed.’’ This cannot mean that 
they should prosper if they received him and 
his posterity with kindness and treated them 
as friends, and be unfortunate if they did the 
contrary ; but that this happiness should be dif- 
fused over all through Abraham and his posteri- 
ty; he should be the instrument or agent in the 
hand of Divine Providence. Further, Gen. xxil. 
8, «In (or through) thy seed shall all nations 
be blessed.”? This cannot mean that Abraham’s 
posterity, as well as he himself, should be re- 
markably favoured by God; and all nations 
friendly to them, and who wished them well, 
should be prospered on their account. But here 
again is the idea conveyed that the great happi- 
ness of the nations should proceed from Abraham 
and his posterity, the Israelites. The former 
passage is explained by this. ‘The word yu 
may be used collectively here, as Paul uses it, 
Rom. iv.13. But, in Gal. iii. 11, he refers this 
yu more especially to the Messiah, and remarks 
that it may be trans.ated in the singular. Christ 
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Says expressly, that Abraham rejoiced in view 
of the birth and appearance of the Messiah upon 
the earth, John, viii. 56; and all the writers of 
the New Testament agree in referring these 
texts to the Messiah. 

Another text is found in the song of Jacob, 
Gen. xlix. 10. ‘This is not, indeed, cited in the 
New Testament as a Messianic prediction ; but 
it is so understood by the Chaldaic paraphrast, 
the Talmud, and many of the Rabbins among 
the Jews; and by Justin the Martyr, in the se- 
cond century ; and afterwards by Augustine and 
others among the Christian fathers. The word 
now, which Luther renders held (hero), has been 
explained in a great variety of ways. But in 
whatever way this word is understood, the rest 
of this text applies very well to the Messiah; and 
if Abraham expected such a deliverer, and waited 
for the day of the Messiah, according to the de- 
claration of Christ above quoted, the same cer- 
tainly may be true, in the view of Christ, re- 
specting his grandson, who had the same pro- 
mises and indulged the same hopes as Abraham. 
This texts declares, that “the sceptre shall not 
depart from Judah,” (i. e., the pre-eminence of 
this tribe over the others shall continue, although 
Judah was not the firstborn; that tribe furnished 
the nation with the greatest kings and warriors, 
long before the time of the Messiah,) * wntil at 
last the sby¥ (to be descended from it) should 
come, and to him should other nations gather” — 
i. e., many other nations, besides the Jewish, 
should be subjected to him and dependent upon 
him. ‘The best translation of vi is proles ejus, 
Jjilius ejus, especially his great descendant. After 
Schultens, Stange has explained this word in 
the best manner, in his work, ‘‘«Symmikta,”’ th. 
ii. s. 224, f., Halle, 1802; though I cannot 
consent to refer the whole passage to Solomon, 
as he does. 

The last text is Deut. xviii. 18, “*.2 prophet 
like me will Jehovah raise up,” &c. This text 
is referred to Christ in the discourses of Peter 
and Stephen, Acts, iii, 22 and vii. 37; and is 
probably alluded to in John, i. 45. Moses is 
giving the distinguishing mark of true and false 
prophets, and wishes to assure the Israelites 
that they would not be destitute of direct mes- 
sengers from God after his death. By itself, 
therefore, it might be taken collectively, meaning 
‘‘ prophets like me,” &c. But if at the time of 
Moses there was a belief in a general reforma- 
tion of religion and morals, which should be 
effected in some future time in a gpecial manner, 
by a prophet sent from God, (the opposite of 
which cannot be proved,) this word may be used 
especially to denote this future reformer; and 
Jesus expressly says, ‘* Moses wrote concerning 
me,”’ John, v. 46. 

Besides these, the origin of many of the sym 
bolical predictions respecting the [Messiah may 

222 


330 


be traced to this period; respecting them, vide 
8. 90. : 

(2) The second period comprises the reign of 
David. A considerable number of texts are 
found in the Psalms of David which may be 
referred to Christ more easily and naturally than 
to any other person. Some of them make men- 
tion of very minute cireumstances which had 
their accomplishment in Jesus. These Psalms 
are actually referred to Christ in the New Tes- 
tament. The most important of them are, Ps. 
ii., xvi., xxii, xl., ex. Now many of the 
Psalms from which passages are cited in the 
New Testament as referring to the Messiah, 
may, indeed, be understood to refer, in their 
primary and literal sense, to another king, from 
whose history they may be explained. But 
this is no objection to considering them, as the 
New Testament does, to be predictions of the 
Messiah, according to the principle contained 
in s. 90, III., No. 5;—e. g., Ps. xlv., Ixviii., 
lxix., Ixxii. 

Sometimes, in these Psalms, the Messiah is 
represented as a king and priest—in short, in 
his exaltation. The wide extension of his king- 
dom is described ; and the spiritual nature of his 
mission is denoted with sufficient clearness. 
Thus Psalm ii. and parts of Psalms xvi., xl., 
cx. Again, he is represented in suffering and 
humiliation. Thus Psalm xxii. and part of 
Psalms xvi. and xl. The piercing of his hands 
and feet, and the parting of his garments by lot, 
are mentioned in Psalm xxii. 7, 14, seq. His 
death and resurrection are mentioned in Psalm 
xvi. 10, 11, and also in Ps. xxii. 25. 

It was during this period that the appellation 
mun (xpeotos)—i. e., king, by way of eminence, 
became common; because the Messiah was de- 
scribed as aruler appointed by God, as the repre- 
sentative of the Deity upon earth. At this time, 
too, it was distinctly predicted that he should 
be born of the Jine of David. Vide 2 Sam. 
vii. 12, seq.; Ps. ii. and Ixxxix; Acts, ii. 30; 
xiii. 34, 

(3) The third period extends from the reign 
of David to the Babylonian captivity, and a 
little later. The writings of the prophets during 
this period contain many passages which treat 
of the future restoration of the Jewish state, and 
of the church, then fallen into great degeneracy, 
and which encourage the hope that a distin- 
guished reformer and deliverer, commissioned 
by God, would appear, and that with him the 
golden age would return to the earth. These 
blessings are not promised, however, to the 
Jews only, but also to the heathen, and to all 
who should desire to share in them. Indeed, far 
better promises are given in these prophets to 
the heathen than to the Jews;—e. «., Is, ii. and 
ixvi.—promises which have been confirmed by 
the result. In this period, as in the second, the 
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Messiah is described as a king and ruler, born 
from the line of David, as a prophet and a re- 
former of religion and morals; as Is. xi. 1, seq.5 
chap, xl.—Ixvi. ; 

But the passage, Isaiah liii., is particularly 
applicable to the Messiah. It describes his hu- 
miliation, rejection, death, exaltation, the diffu- 
sion of his doctrine, &c. No other person has 
been found in history to whom this passage can 
apply, although some have referred it to Heze- 
kiah, others to the Jewish people, and others to 
Jeremiah. Vide Déderlein, «« Uebersetzung des 
Isaias,’’ (edit. 3rd,) where he endeavours to ap- 
ply this passage to the Jewish people. Dr. 
Eckermann (Theol. Beytr. st. i. s. 192) endea- 
vours to shew that the new Israelitish state is 
here meant by the servant of Jehovah. Staudlin 
understands it of Isaiah, explaining it from the 
Jewish story, that king Manasseh persecuted 
Isaiah, and at last caused hirn to be sawn asun- 
der. But this interpretation is ferced, and the 
story itself a modern fab/e. Paulus refers the 
passage to the better part of the Jewish nation, 
which was called mm 12y. The New Testa- 
ment always refers this passage to Christ, and 
to none else; and all other explanations must be 
allowed to be difficult and forced. There is no 
person in history to whom it applies as well: as 
it does to Christ. If we were not sure that it 
was written long before the birth of Christ, we 
might be tempted to believe that it was an imi- 
tation of the evangelical history, and was an ex- 
tract from it, clothed in poetical language. 

The passage of Micah, (who was a contem- 
porary of Isaiah,) chap. v. 1, was considered by 
the Jewish Sanhedrim as giving indubitable in- 
dication cf the birth-place of the Messiah, Mat- 
thew, ii. 4, seq. In Zech. xii. 12, 13, we have 
the lineage of the family of David, from which 
the Messiah should be born (vide Dathe in loc.); 
and in Hag. ii. 7—9, an exact indication of the 
time in which he should appear—viz., the time 
of the second temple. This passage treats, in- 
deed, more particularly of the gifts, presents, 
and offerings, which foreigners would bring to 
the second temple. Still it exhibits those cheer- 
ful prospects for the future which were first 
realized at the time of the Messiah. he pas- 
sages Mal. iii. 1, iv. 5, 6, respecting the Mes- 
siah and his precursor Elias, are more clear. 

The passage, Dan. ix. 24, seq., respecting 
the seventy weeks has been commonly considered 
very important, and as calculated to carry con- 
viction even to the Jews. But the passage is 
so obscure, and is encompassed with so many 
difficulties, that it is not so useful as many bes 
lieve for the purpose of convincing the Jews 
that Jesus of Nazareth is the Messiah. Some 
modern interpreters have even doubted whee 
ther the Messiah is the subject of the passage. 
By mem some have understood Cyrus, others, a 
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king. Modern commentators have laboured 
with the greatest zeal to throw light upon this 
subject. Clauswitz, Michaelis, Hassenkamp, 
Dathe, Blayney, Gerdes, Velthusen, Less, 
Doederlein, and Berthold, have written upon it; 
but much yet remains uncertain. Still it can- 
not be referred to any but the Messiah, without 
doing violence to the words. And so much is 
clear from this passage, that the advent of the 
Messiah is fixed to a time, which has now been 
past for upwards of a thousand years. The 
Jews, then, may be convinced from this passage, 
that the Messiah has long since come; and then, 
from other passages, that Jesus is the person in 
whom all the characteristics of the Messiah are 
found. [Cf. the late Commentary of Hengsten- 
berg on Daniel.—Tr. ] 

(4) Fourth period. We have already shewn 
in s. 89, from the New Testament and other 
writers, how general the expectation of the Mes- 
siah was about the time when Jesus appeared, 
and shortly after, especially after the Jews be- 
came subject to the Romans, and how this idea 
was modified by the great multitude, and inter- 
mingled with various unscriptural views. A few, 
however, entertained right conceptions. If we 
had more Jewish writers of this later period, 
especially more from the Jews of Palestine, 
who had written upon the religious opinions of 
their nation, we should certainly obtain more 
accurate and distinct knowledge upon this point. 
Sull, in what we do know with certainty, we 
have enough for our thorough conviction. Fur- 
ther: one age was distinguished above another 
in the earnest expectation of the Messiah to 
come, just as among Christians one age is dis- 
tinguished above another in its belief on the 
Messiah already come. Even in the Christian 
church some one doctrine has, at one particular 
time, been made more prominent than others. 
And so it was in the Jewish church. 

Thus far the first chapter, as introductory. 
We have now to consider the doctrine respect- 
ing Jesus Christ himself, what he was accord- 
ing to the description of the New Testament, 
and what he performed for the salvation of men. 
The New Testament proposes Christ himself as 
the foundation of the Christian faith, John, xvii. 
3. We shall treat first of the history of Jesus, 
or of the doctrine of the states of Jesus, in chap. 
ii.; then of the person of Jesus Christ, in chap. 
iii., (it being inconvenient to treat of tifis sub- 
ject first, as is done in many systems ;) finally, 
the doctrine respecting what Christ has done 
for the good of man, or respecting the work and 
office of Christ (de munere Christi), in chap. iv. 
Morus discusses all these subjects, p. 134—196, 
and has interspersed many excellent exegetical, 
doctrinal, and practical observations, but he 
treata them in a very broken and disconnected 
way, and in an entirely different order from 
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what is common in the systems ; and, in short, 
In a manner not very much calculated to facili- 
tate the subject to the student just commencing 
his theological studies. 


CHAPTER II. 


HISTORY OF JESUS IN HIS TWO STATES OP 
HUMILIATION AND OF EXALTATION 


SECTION XCII. 


THE SCRIPTURAL REPRESENTATION OF THE TWO 
PRINCIPAL PERIODS IN THE LIFE OF JESUS 5 
THE SCRIPTURAL NAMES OF THESE PERIODS 5 
THE PROOF-TEXTS 5; AND SOME CONCLUSIONS. 


Berore the man Jesus was raised by God to 
that illustrious dignity (do) which, according 
to the testimony of the New Testament, he now 
enjoys even in his human nature, he lived upon 
the earth in greater depression and indigence, 
more despised and neglected, than the greater 
part of mankind. This gave occasion to the di- 
vision of the whole life of Christ into two parts, 
or conditions—the state of humiliation, and the 
state of exaltation; or better, status humilitatis 
et gloriz. 'These conditions might be called, 
with equal scriptural authority, the states of 
subjection and of dominion, of poverty and 
splendour, of lowliness and majesty, &e. 


I. Scriptural names of both conditions. 


(1) Tarewds, carzivwors, and tos, toSjvat. 
These, which are the more common theological 
terms, are taken from Phil. ii. 8, (écaztecywoey 
éavrov,) and ver. 9, (@sds avroy imsprpwoe.) 
Tamevwos denotes, in general, misery, inferiority, 
indigence ; and tos, elevation, greatness, majes- 
ty; James, i. 9,10; Matt. xxiii. 12. 

Note.—The word éjovy is applied by Christ 
himself, in a different sense, to his crucifixion, 
John, iii. 13, 14; viii. 28; xij. 32, 34. For the 
verba exaltand: signify also among the Hebrews, 
to hang up, publicly to execute a malefactor. Vide 
Gen. xl. 13, 19. 

(2) Sap&, and the opposite mvetps. Sapé 
and na do not denote simple humanity and 
human nature, but frequently weak, mortal, suf- 
fering humanity, and the depressed condition in 
which man lives. They are nearly synonymous 
with mortals, conditio mortalis. ‘The opposite 
nverua denotes what is perfect, a perfect condi- 
lion. Thus Paul, 1 Cor. xv. 50, calls the mor- 
tal body of man oap§ xad alwa, which he after- 
wards calls etvyevov, and cama tamewworws. The 
heavenly body he calls xveyuarexov, and the 
heavenly condition of Christ zveiza. Accords 
ingly, the humble life of Christ upon the earth 
is called suépae rs sapxds, Heb. v. 7, and Biog 
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dy capxe, 1 Pet. iv. 2. The same explanation 
must be given to the following terms,—viz., 
Xprords Eajrvdev, Epaveposy ev capxt, 1 John, iv. 
2;1 Vim. iii. 15, 16; oapé éyévero John, i. 14; 
onipua Aavid xara capxo, Roimmeixsocelacs 45 
and 1 Pet. iii. 18. Vide Déderlein, in Repert. 
hy SH Vee 

(3) The term aSjmara is applied to the 
state of humiliation, 1 Pet. i. 11; and the 
phrase af era raita d6§ac to the opposite 
state. For, in fact, the sufferings and calami- 
ties of Christ were by no means confined to the 
last period of his life, but were extended 
through the whole of his state of humiliation. 
Cf. Luke, xxiv. 26, where waSevyv stands con- 
trasted with ecceaSecy ecg env dofay. The phrase 
dda xai coun is used in the same way in Heb. 
ii. 9 (Ps. viii.), and SofacSnvae very frequently 
in John, as in chap. xvii. 

(4) The words rerewSyvar and -cerecacts are 
applied to the state of exaltation, Heb. ii. 10; 
y.9. The phrase, dia xaSyuaror (rerevwoar), 
added in Heb. ii. 10, signifies arrer the suffer- 
ings endured. These words are literally used 
to denote the reward of victors in mock con- 
tests, when they receive the prize (GpaBecov) ; 
in which sense Philo uses them. Cf. xii. 23. 


If. Most important proof-texts. 


These are, on the general subject, 1 Pet. i. 
11; Heb. i. 3,4; v. 7—9; xii. 2, 3, seq. The 
first of these has been already explained, No. I.; 
the second will be when we come to speak de 
statu exaltationis. But the two passages, Phil. 
ii. G—11; and Heb. ii. 9—11, may be consi- 
dered as the most full. A brief explanation of 
these two passages is here subjoined. 

(1) Phil. ii. 6, seq. Paul exhorts Chris- 
tians to imitate, in respect to their feeling to- 
wards others, the example of Jesus, who re- 
nounced and sacrificed all his own advantages 
for their good. The passage relates to Jesus, 
considered as the Messiah. Mop¢7 @cod stands 
in opposition to poppy Sovaov, ver. 7, and so de= 
notes divine authority and majesty. Mopo7 is 
the same as oyjua, ver. 7. ‘The same senti- 
ment is expressed more strongly by the phrase 
elvas Toa ©c—equal to God, the image of God. 
Homer applies the epithets @coe’xenos, dv71Seos— 
divine, equal to God, to Ulysses and Achilles. 
Phe antithesis is bwoveoua avSpdzov, ver. 7, 
which signifies, not merely similar to, but the 
same as, men. (He that sees me, sees the 
Father,” John, xiv. 9.) Christ is the image 
of God upon earth, Col. i. 15; Heb. i. 3. . 

Ody dprayudy wynoaro-—i. e., he did not wear 
his divinity for the sake of ostentation, nor did 
he make vain a display of it; the antithesis of 
which is in ver. 3. "Exévooey favedr, ver. 7,18 
synonymous with éramedvocey éavrdv, ver. 8. 
Kevos corresponds to the Hebrew pyan; and psy 
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is rendered poor, needy, in the LXX., and in 
Luke, i. 54, where xevors and mwovrovyras are 
contrasted. This phrase, then, is synonymous 
with the one used in 2 Cor. viii. 9, éxzayevoe 
du’ duds, se tpsum demisit ad statum tenwem—he 
let himself down, he freely sacrificed the riches, 
privileges, and all the divine majesty and glory, 
which he might still have possessed. 

"Ey duouspare avSpaztav yevouevos, after he ap- 
peared as man, he assumed the form of a ser- 
vant. Indeed, (ver. 8,) he went so far in his 
obedience to the divine will, that from love to 
his Father, and to us his brethren, he submitted 
to death, and even to a disgraceful crucifixion. 

“Therefore” (in reward for his sacrifice and 
obedience) * has God highly exalted him,” (this 
is explained by what follows,) ‘¢and raised him 
to supreme dignity,” (ovoua, Heb. i. 4.) The 
reference is to the name Lord, ver. 11, which 
denotes his dominion over everything in his state 
of exaltation; according to ver. 10, 11; Heb. i. 
4. ‘That before Jesus,” (or at the name of 
Jesus, the name Kipros—audito nomine Jesu—i, 
e., before Jesus as their Lord,) «the inhabitants 
of heaven, earth, and the under-world, should 
bow the knee’’—i. e., wniversal reverence and 
adoration should be rendered to him, (as to 
kings, Is. xlv. 23;) ‘¢and that all, with one 
mouth, should confess that Jesus, the Christ, is 
Lord, (Kvpiov,) or universal ruler, (ver. 10.) 
Evs S0fav @sov Marpos, ** this contributes to the 
honour and glorification of the Father,”’ John, 
xvil. 4, 6. Whoever does this, honours the 
Father; for it is his will that all should honour 
the Son; John, v. 23; inasmuch as Christ, 
even now, since his return to God, provides for 
the extension of the kingdom of God upon 
earth, and promotes morality and happiness. 

(2) Heb. ii. 9—11. Paul shews that man, at 
some future time, will pass into a happy life, and 
into a perfect condition, although, while upon 
earth, he is imperfect and mortal. This he illus- 
trates from the example of Christ, who in this is 
similar to us. 

‘We see that Jesus, who [like other men] 
was inferior in dignity to the angels, (vide 
Psalm viii. 5,) was crowned with glory and 
honour, after he had endured sufferings.”? (He 
was thus depressed, in order to suffer death for 
the good of us all, according to the gracious 
purpose of God.) ‘For it became God, from 
whom all things proceed, and to whose glory 
everything contributes—it became him (i. e., no- 
thing else could be expected from his justice 
and goodness) to bestow wpon Jesus the highest 
blessedness, after he had endured sufferings, and 
had led so many children (worshippers ot God) 
to slory, (the enjoyment of eternal blessed ness ;} 
and had thus become the author of their salvation. 
(apzryos owrnpias.) For he that sanctifes (6 
ayvaSwov, Jesus) and they who are sanctified (ayva 
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Ucuevor) are of ONE race, (or common human ori- 
gin, cS évds sc. narpos sive aiuaros, Acts, xvii. 
26. He is man, as well as we.) Hence he is 
not. ashamed to call us brethren, (relatives.)”” 
Here we see clearly on what analogy the apostle 
argues. 


III. Reswlts from these and other texts ; and general 
vbservations on the doctrine of the conditions of 
Christ. 


(1) The states of humiliation and exaltation 
concern the human nature only, and not the di- 
vine nature of Christ. These texts refer only to 
the man Jesus, or to Christas man. For as God 
he is always the same, (6 airds,) and can nei- 
ther be humbled nor exalted. But the ancient 
writers frequently express themselves incau- 
tiously and loosely upon this subject. Origen 
Says, ‘* the divine nature let itself down from its 
majesty, and became man.” De prin. ii. 6. 
Gregory of Nyssa says, “ xevovra: 7 Sedrns Wa 
XOPNTN yerntae ty GvSparivy picer.”” Such lan- 
guage, indeed, admits of explanation, and was 
understood by them ina right sense; but it is 
hard and inconvenient, and not according to the 
example of the holy scriptures. 

(2) Two things, as we may learn from these 
passages, are implied in the humiliation of 
Christ. (a). The abdication, surrender, or re- 
nunciation which he made, for the good of man, 
of the exalted privileges which he could have 
enjoyed, (carentia sive abdicatio usus majestatis 
sue.) This is commonly called xévaots, from 
Phil. ii., éxévecev Eavrov, which Luther renders, 
«6 Er dusserte, or ent-dusserte sich selbst.’” The 
idea, however, is founded rather upon the whole 
subject of this passage and of other passages, 
such as 2 Cor. viii. 9, than on this particular 
word. Itis also implied in the idea of his ele- 
vation; for he then entered upon the possession 
and enjoyment of all his rights and privileges. 
(b) His submission to great misery and to many 
sufferings. Although innocent himself, as the 
Bible represents him, yet for our good he freely 
submitted to all that distress and wretchedness 
which are the inevitable consequences of our 
sins. Vide Phil. ii. and the other texts cited. 

Note 1.—Theologians have disputed whether 
Christ laid aside the use of his divine attributes, 
or continued in the actual possession of them, 
only veiling them froin the eyes of men. There 
were various opinions upon this subject in the 
Lutheran church, even as early as the sixteenth 
century. But in 1616, a controversy commenced 
between the theologians of Giessen and Ttibin- 
gen, and other theologians of Wiirtemberg. 
Those of Giessen maintained that Christ fre- 
quently renounced the use of his divine attri- 
. butes, and alleged the word éxévoe. But the 
theologians of Tiibingen maintained that the 
srrous idiomatum divinorum existed in Christ 


even in statu exanilionis, although he never 
used them; so that it was a mere xpiqus. This 
controversy was in a good measure logomachy. 
The theologians of Saxony rather favoured the 
views of the theologians of Giessen than of Tat 
bingen. So much, however, is certain, that if 
the person of Christ, even during his life upon 
earth, was the person of the Son of God, (as he 
himself clearly affirms,) it was possible for him 
to exercise his divine attributes. But, on ac- 
count of the work which he had to perform upon 
earth, he forbore the full use of them; which is 
just what the theologians of ‘Tiibingen would 
say. Vide the works cited by Morus, p. 173, 
n.3. Cf. p. 192, n. 3. (Cf. Hahn, Lehrbuch, 
s. 470.—Tr.] 

Note 2.—Theologians generally allow some 
use of these attributes on different occasions. 
Others object that this is not consistent with 
the constant humiliation of Christ while upon 
the earth, and is not clearly supported by the 
New Testament. He himself frequently says; 
especially in the gospel of John, that he per-° 
formed the miracles which he wrought as man 
through a miraculous divine power, and as the 
messenger of the Father. The case was the 
same as to his instruction. Neither Jesus him- 
self, nor the apostles, ever alluded to his proper 
divinity in such a way as to imply that it qua- 
lified him, as a man upon earth, to instruct and 
work miracles. He had resigned his divine 
prerogatives, and his qualifications are always 
considered as derived from the Father. Vide 
s. 102. But this free renunciation of the privi- 
leges which belonged to him as God did not 
exclude the use of them when occasion should 
require. Christ himself said that he performed 
his work in common with his Father, John, v. 
17, seq., and chap. x.; he that saw him, saw 
the Father, John, xiv. 9; his glory, which the 
apostles had seen, was a glory which belonged 
exclusively to the only begotten Son; John, i. 14. 

(3) Although Jesus lived upon earth in humi- 
liation and indigence, his whole life upon carth 
cannot be called, as it is by many, a slate of hu- 
miliation. The passage, Phil. ii., is often ap- 
pealed to in behalf of this opinion. But Paul 
evidently mentions the castetyaors, xévwors, an® 
poppy Sovaov, (ii. 8, 9,) as constituting only s 
part of this life. The incarnation is never men 
tioned in scripture as belonging to the state of 
humiliation. It is so considered, however, by 
many of the ecclesiastical fathers; as Origen, 
Gregory of Nyssa; and by many of the Latins, 
as Leo the Great, in his epistles. They are con- 
sequently compelled to assert that God, or the 
divine nature of Christ, lowered itself by be- 
coming man. Neither are the forty days which 
Christ lived upon earth after the resurvection to 
be enumerated among the days of his humilia- 
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(4) The state of humiliation is commonly di- 
vided into five gradus, degrees, periods; and the 
state of exaltation into the same number. Some, 
however, suppose more, and others fewer. The 
common division and arrangement is taken from 
the so-named apostolical creed. But the object 
of this creed was not to make a systematic and 
logical division, and to determine the limits of 
the two conditions; but to oppose certain doc- 
trines condemned by the orthodox church as er- 
roneous. he conception is made to stand first; 
but this does not belong to the state of humilia- 
tion, because the divine nature cannot be lower- 
ed; nor could the human nature before it existed. 
[Vide Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 471.—Tr.] 

We proceed now to treat of Christ considered 
as man, or of the man Jesus, in the state of his 
humiliation upon earth, s. 93—96; and then in 
the state of his exaltation and glory, s. 97—99, 
inclusive. 


SECTION XCIII. 


UF THE ORIGIN, CONCEPTION, BIRTH, AND YOUTH 
OF JESUS; HIS TRUE HUMANITY, AND THE EX- 
CELLENCES OF IT. 


Jesus was the son of Mary, conceived by her 
in a miraculous manner (S14 xvevuaros aytov,) 
(Matt. i. 18; Luke, i. 353) of the posterity of 
Abraham (Rom. ix. 5;) and the royal line of 
David. ‘The register of his descent is inserted 
both in Matt. i. 1, seq. and in Luke, iii. 23, seq. 
They both agree in making him the descendant 
of David, however they:may apparently differ in 
tracing his descent. Ancient writers did not 
agree upon the method of reconciling the two 
tables. ‘The most correct solution is this: that 
Matthew gives the genealogy of Joseph, of 
whom Jesus was the adopted son; and Luke 
that of Mary. Both descended from David; 
Joseph through Solomon, and Mary through 
Nathan, who also was David’s son. Jesus was 
born in the reign of Augustus, (Luke, ii. 15) 
probably earlier by some four or five years than 
the common Dionysian mode of reckoning, 
which we follow; accordingly, in the thirtieth 
year of the reign of Augustus, 749 (according to 
Dionysius, 754) from the building of Rome. 
We subjoin the following doctrinal observa- 
tions :— 

I. Miraculous Conception of Christ. 


The scriptural view of the events of the world 
is altogether different and higher than the com- 
mon view. The Bible derives everything which 
takes place in the material world directly from 
the will and agency of the Supreme Being, and 
refers everything back tohim. But it teaches 
at the same time, in what way, by what means 
and appointments, God arranges and accom- 
plishes all things which take place around us. 
With regard to all important events especially, 
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we are taught, by scriptural principles, that they 
have their deeper origin in the invisible world, 
and that the way is prepared for them by God, 
and that they are finally brought forward into 
maturity and accomplishment chiefly through 
the ministry of superior spirits. Such, then, for 
a higher reason, was the fact respecting that 
most important of all events, the appearance of 
the Saviour of the world, and of his precursor. It 
was required, not only by the Jewish nation, but 
by the whole ancient world, that great and ex- 
traordinary persons, employed by God as instru- 
ments for the accomplishment of his designs, 
should receive some extraordinary and miracu- 
lous attestation of their mission, and proofs of 
their authority. Such attestation was expected 
at and before their birth, during their life, and at 
and after their death. Vide Wetstein on Matt. 
i. 20. Now though God is represented in the 
Bible as a being high and exalted over all, he is 
still described as willingly complying with the 
necessities of men, as condescending to them, 
and in his intercourse with men acting after the 
manner of men; especially whenever by so do- 
ing he can attain his great objects, their sancti- 
fication and salvation. Accordingly, those ex- 
traordinary men by whom God intended to pro 

mote these objects received his seal to their tes- 
timony in that extraordinary manner which was 
calculated to convince mankind, and to satisfy 
their expectations. In this manner, the Bible 
informs us, was the testimony of Moses and all 
the prophets down to John, of Jesus also and his 
apostles, confirmed by God. 

It deserves to be mentioned in this connexion 
that the Jews called the Messiah the second 
Adam, (as Paul did,) and that they imagined he 
would be born as guiltless and pure as Adam 
was when he first came from the hands of God, 
and was therefore called tov @sov, (Ytos,) Luke, 
ili, 38. In common generation, as scripture 
and experience teach us, the depravity of man 
is propagated. But Christ is described in the 
New Testament as similar indeed to us, but 
without sin. 

IIvevua ayvov, (Luke, i. 35,) signifies miracu- 
lous divine power, and is synonymous with diva- 
ues dfiorov. Vide Acts, i. 5,8. Every extra- 
ordinary and supernatural event takes place 
through the influence of the Holy Spirit, and 
the performing of all miracles is referred to him. 
The phrases, fo-come upon one (éercvoevar), 
and, overshadow one (é7tuoxedéost) amount to the 
same thing: “thou shalt experience a miracu- 
Jous divine power exerted upon thee; thou shalt 
become pregnant by this divine miraculous 
power, in an extraordinary way.’ In Matt. i. 
20, it is briefly said, ** that which is born of her 
ex IIveduatos éorey aytov.”” 

The phrase, conceived from the Holy Ghost, 
which occurs in the ancient creeds (e. g., in 
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‘the apostolic creed,) is derived from this pas- 
sage (Matt. i. 20.) (This phrase was intro- 
duced as antithetic to the declarations of such 
as considered Jesus to be a natural son of Jo- 
seph and Mary. For he was so considered by 
many of the Jews at the time of Christ, (ef. 
Luke, iii. 23,) and by some Christian sects, as 
the Ebionites. Vide Iren. Heres. v.,c. i. This 
same opinion has been advocated lately in a 
work entitled * Versuch eines schriftmassigen 
Beweises, dass Joseph der wahre Vater Christi 
sey ;”’ Berlin and Stralsund, 1792, 8vo. The 
author of this work does palpable violence to 
the sacred writers, and has not considered this 
narrative in the spirit of the age in which it was 
written. His explanation goes upon the sup- 
position that the first two chapters of Matthew 
are spurious, and that Luke, in his narratives, 
followed a report which had circulated only 
among a few muses respecting the concep- 
tion of Christ.) From the New Testament it 
1s certain that before the conception of Jesus 
Mary wasavirgin. Cf. Matt. i.23, and Luke, 
i. ‘The extraordinary manner of her conception 
has led many to say that the name of zapSévos 
belongs tw her, even since the birth of Christ. 
This name, however, is not given to her in the 
New Testament after this event; on the con- 
trary, Christ is said to be yevouevoy éx yuvaixos, 
Gal. iv. 4. When the monastic life became 
popular, and the unmarried state was regarded 
as the most holy and pleasing to God, the opi- 
nion prevailed, that after the birth of Christ, 
Mary lived, even in the married state, in entire 
continence, like a nun, and had no children by 
Joseph. Hence she was called aeurapSévos. In 
the fourth century this opinion was almost uni- 
versal; and Epiphanius and Hieronymus pro- 
nounced Apollinaris, Helvidius, Jovinian, and 
others, who disputed it, to be heretics. But 
Basilius the Great considered it as a question 
of minor importance. 


Il. True Humanity of Christ. 


From the New Testament it is evident that 
Christ was a real man, both as to body and soul. 
He had feelings, senses, and organs of sense, as 
we have. He hungered, thirsted, shed his 
plood, and died. He exhibits, too, all the pro- 
perties of the soul. He attained gradually to 
the knowledge and understanding which he 
possessed asa man; Luke, ii. 52. He displayed 
human feelings, joy, sorrow, indignation, &e. 5 
Luke, xxii. 42, 44; xxiii. 46. Paul calls him 
expressly, dvSpartos Xpuoros 'Incovs, 1 Tim. Hike fs 
Men are called his brethren, Heb. ii. 11—14. 
He frequently calls himself, 6 vlos cov daiSpertov 5 
the more proper meaning of which phrase is, the 
son of Adam, the great son of Adam, 6 Sevrepos 
Addu, as I*aul says. But in whatever way this 
phrase is understood, it clearly denotes the true 
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humanity of Christ. The phrases, he came on 
appeared in the flesh, he became flesh, denote the 
same thing; John, i. 14; 1 John, iv. 3; Rom 
viii. 4, seq. 

But certain popular prejudices and incorrect 
philosophical principles led some to doubt, and 
others to deny, this clear truth. Hence the (rue 
humanity of Christ was expressly mentioned in 
the ancient creeds, 

(1) Some taught that Christ did not possess 
a true human body, but only a bodily phantom 
and shade; that he appeared éy Soxzoev or pav- 
tacuatr, for such aerial bodies were then as- 
cribed to departed spirits, and even to divini- 
ties. These were the persons who believed 
that matter was the origin of all evil, and did 
not proceed from God, but from an evil and ma- 
licious being. Hence, according to their view, 
the pure divine spirit of Christ, one of the high- 
est wons, could not have dwelt in a material 
body. Those who held these opinions were 
called Docetz and Phantasiasts ; they comprised 
most of the Gnostics, as Marcion and others; 
also the Manicheans and their followers. 

(2) After the fourth century, others denied 
the existence of the human soul of Christ, be- 
lieving that it was unnecessary, inasmuch as 
the Logos supplied its place. We find, indeed, 
that the oldest fathers had no partictlar and dis- 
tinct conception of the human soul of Christ. 
They did not deny its existence, but they made 
no distinct and express mention of it in their 
writings, presupposing it as understood of 
course. Origen, in the third century, taught, for 
the first time, the exact doctrine of the human 
soul of Christ, and shewed its importance. It 
was a considerable time, however, before this 
doctrine was introduced into theology as a spe- 
cific article. It did not become universal among 
the catholics until after the middle of the fourth 
century, when Apollinaris the younger appear- 
ed, and boldly denied that Christ had a human 
soul. Afterwards he determined more exactly 
that Christ indeed possessed the Juyny, (animal 
soul,) which was the organ by which the Logos 
operated upon the human body of Jesus; but 
that he was destitute of the mvevpua vovs, (the 
rational soul,) the place of which was supplied 
by the Logos. Attention was now excited, for 
the first time, to this doctrine; it was introduced 
into the Christian creed; scriptural refutation 
of the error of Apollinaris was sought; decrees 
of councils were made, and laws were enacted 
against it. [Vide Hahn, Lehrb. s. 95, s. 456. 
Neander, Kirchengesch. b. i. Abth, iii. s. 1060, 
ff., and b. ii. Abth. ii. s. 904; Abth. ill. s 
1170.—Tr.] 


Til. Eacellences of the Humanity of Jesus. 


A. In respect to his body. 
(1) ‘The beauty of his appearance. Many of 
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the fathers imagined him to be the ideal of man- 
ly beauty; and the painters of succeeding ages 
have endeavoured to express this in their pic- 
ares of him. The New Testament itself gives 
us no means of determining either for or against 
such a supposition. Only we must be careful, 
if we adopt this opinion, not to consider it es- 
sential, and must remember the declaration of 
Christ, 7 cap§ odx Spence ovdér, John, vi. 63; 
and what Paul says, that yevdoxew Xpeordy xara 
odpza is not the thing required; 2 Cor. v. 16. 
Vide Carpzov, Progr. ‘de forma oris et corpo- 
ris Christi;’? Helmstadt, 1777. 

(2) The immortality of his body. We reason 
thus :—Immortality belonged to Christ because 
he was without sin, for death is the consequence 
of sin; Rom. vi. 23. He was not subjected to 
the necessity of dying, although he actually 
died, in obedience to God, and from love to us, 
and for our advantage. This took place, how- 
ever, not against his will, but with his consent, 
John, x. 18. Hence Paul mentions it as the 
express design of the incarnation of Jesus, that 
he might suffer death. 

B. In respect to his soul. Among these are— 

(1) His extraordinary human understanding, 
sagacity, and knowledge. His whole history 
proves, that even as a man he was not of the 
common and ordinary class, but one of those 
great and extraordinary persons of whom the 
world has seen but few. But he was like other 
men in this respect, that his talents and intel- 
lectual faculties did not unfold themselves at 
once, but gradually, and were capable of pro- 
gressive improvement. Hence Luke records 
(ii. 52), that he mpoéxonze copig. Hence, too, 
he learned and practised obedience to the divine 
command, and submission to the divine will, 
Heb. v. 8; he prepared himself for his office, &c. 

(2) His perfect moral purity, and the blame- 
lessness of his life. Theologians call this, the 
sinlessness (dvapuatynsia) of Jesus. ‘The great- 
est honesty, virtue, and piety shone forth in all 
the doctrines and discourses, in the whole life 
and conduct, of Jesus. Hence most of the ene- 
mies of Christianity admit this excellence of the 
moral doctrine and of the person of Christ, and 
consider him as an example of piety and virtue. 
Cf. Hess, Geschichte der drey letzten Lebens- 
jahre Jesu. [Also the remarkable passage in 
Rousseau’s Conf. du Vie. Sav. in his Kmilius.] 
The most Important passages which treat of the 
sinlessness of Jesus are, 2 Cor. v. 21, ur yvorta 
auarriav—l, @., peccati expertem esse (Is. lix. 8); 
1 John, lil. 8, 5, ayvds gore, and duapria opx Yore 
éy avre. Heb. iv. 15, «He was like us, but 
RSD LE SLEPT LOS" 1 Pet. 1.19, devon Qdpov xo 
aonvaov. ‘The texts also in which it is said that 
he was obedient to the will and command of 


God belong in this connexion; as Heb. y. 8, 


(which is called obedientiam activam,) and 
many passages in John. ; 

Jesus being free from sin, was free from the 
punishment of sin, and from all that evil which 
men bring upon themselves by their own sins. 
He Suffered what he did suffer, undeservedly 
and voluntarily. Vide Heb. vii. 27; 1 Pet. i. 
19. The sinlessness of Jesus is to be regarded 
as a consequence of the fact that he was born 
without moral pollution. Cf. s. 92. 

But this subject is frequently represented as 
if it would have been impossible for the man 
Jesus to sin; and as if his virtue and holiness 
were absolutely necessary. Cf. Baumgarten, 
Diss. de drvapuaryova Christi; Halle, 1753. 
But, 

(a) The scripture nowhere teaches that the 
possibility of sinning would have ceased in 
Adam and his posterity if Adam, had not fallen. 
The possibility of erring and transgressing 
would belong to man, even if he had no natural 
depravity. Otherwise Adam could not have 
fallen; for before the fall he was without origi- 
nal sin. The case must have been the same, 
therefore, with the man Jesus, although he was 
without natural depravity. Vides. 80, II. 2. 

€b) If it should be zmposszb/e for a man to live 
otherwise than virtuously, or if his virtue should 
be necessary, it would have no valne and no 
merit. All freedom, in that case, would vanish, 
and man would become a mere machine; ace 
cording to the remarks made in the place just 
referred to. ‘The virtue of Christ, then, in re- 
sisting stedfastly all the temptations to sin, ace 
quires a real value and merit only on admission 
that he could have sinned. It was in this sense, 
doubtless, that Scotus made that affirmation 
which was alleged against him, humanam na 
turam Christi non fuisse dvanaprnrov. 

{c) This opinion is, in fact, scriptural. For 
(a) we are frequently exhorted to imitate the 
example of Jesus, in his virtue. his conquest of 
sinful desires, &c. But how could this be done 
if he had none of those inducements to sin which 
we have, and if it had been impossible for him 
to commit it. (3) Improvement in knowledge 
and in perfections of every kind is ascribed in 
scripture to Christ; and Paul says, “that 
through sufferings he constantly improved in 
obedience ({uadev dxaxory),"’ Heb. v. 8. (y) 
We read expressly, that Christ was fried—i. e., 
tempted to sin; but that he overcame the temp- 
tation, Matt. iv. 1, seq. This temptation took 
place shortly before his entrance upon his public 
office, and tended to prepare him forit. It was 
intended to exercise and confirm him in virtue, 
and in obedience to God. But what object 
could there have been in this temptation, if it 
had been impossible for Jesus to yield to it? 
And what merit would there have been in his 
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resistance? No difference is made in the thing 
itself, and in its consequences, by considering 
it, with Farmer and others, as a vision and pa- 
rable, and not as a real occurrence. If it was 
impossible that Christ, as a man, should sin, it 
would be hard to find what the Bible means 
when it speaks of his being tempted, and com- 
mends him for overcoming temptation. 


IV. Early History of Jesus. 


As the gospels contain but little important in- 
»mation respecting the events of the childhood 
of Christ, the apostles themselves could not have 
been acquainted with many credible circum- 
stances relating to it. The apocryphal gospels 
contain a multitude of stories and fables upon 
this subject, especially the gospel «“infantie 
Christi.” Vide Fabricii Codex apocr. N. T., 
T. I. It cannot be proved, that Jesus performed 
miracles before his entgance on his public office, 
to which he was consecrated by John the Bap- 
tist. ‘The supposition is, in fact, contradictory 
to the clear declaration of John, who calls the 
miracle in Cana of Galilee, dpyjy onuecay, ii. 11. 
Joseph was a mechanic. Hence Jesus is 
called 6 réxzovos vios, Matt. xiii. 55. All the 
ancient stories agree that he followed the em- 
ployment of his father, which is very probable, 
since he himself is called 6 réxzwy, Mark, vi. 3. 
Besides, it was not uncommon for the Jewish 
literati to learn and practise some handicraft. 
So Paul did, Acts, xviii. 3. It appears from 
the united testimony of the ancient fathers that 
Jesus was faber lignarius, véxtov Svawr. Even 
in Hebrew, won denotes a carpenter, by way of 
eminence, 2 Kings, xxii. 6. 

But Jesus was also learned in the Jewish law 
and all Jewish literature, although he had not 
studied at the common Jewish schools, nor with 
the lawyers. Vide John, vii. 15, was odros 
ypdmmara olde, un mepadynxas. Cf. Matt. xiii. 
54. Probably Divine Providence made use, in 
part, of natural means, in furnishing Jesus with 
this human knowledge. Mary was a relative 
of Elizabeth, the pious mother of John the Bap- 
tist, and a guest at her house, Luke, i. 36, 40. 
We may imagine, then, that Jesus received 
good instruction in his youth from some one of 
this pious, sacerdotal family. We see from the 
first chapters of Luke, that Joseph and Mary 
belonged to a large circle of pious male and 
female friends, in whose profitable society Jesus 
passed his youth, and who contributed much to 
his education as a man, especially as they ex- 
pected something great from him, from his very 
birth, as appears from Simeon. Respecting the 
early history of Jesus, vide Casauboni « Exer- 
citt. in Annales Baronii.”” Hess, in the appen- 
dix to his «« Geschichte der drey letzten Lebens- 

Jahre Jesu ;”” and Heilmann, ‘* Opusc.”’ tom. il. 
b. 501, seq. 
43 


337 
SECTION XCIV. 


OF THE DOCTRINE OF JESUS, AND HIS OFFICE A8 
TEACHER, 


Tue work committed to Christ by God was 
twofold :—(q@) to teach by oral instruction and 
example; (0) to suffer and die for the good ot 
men. Both together compose what is called 
the tpyov of Christ, John, xvii. And it was that 
he might execute both of these offices that, ac 
cording to the Bible, he beeame man. We treat 
here, in the first place, of his office as teacher. 


I. Commencement and continuance of his office as 
Teacher; also the names and importance of this 


office. 

(1) Jesus entered upon his office as teacher, 
according to the custom of Jewish teachers, 
when he was about thirty years of age; Luke, 
ili. 23. Respecting the continuance of his office, 
the opinions of the learned have differed from 
the earliest times. The opinions most wide 
trom the truth, are, on the one side, that of Ire- 
neus, that it was sixteen years; and, on the 
other, that it was only one year. Origen sup- 
posed, that it was three years and a half, which 
has become the common opinion, and is founded 
upon Luke, xiii. 7, 33, and upon the computa- 
tion of the passover, especially according to 
John. Cf. Morus, p. 149, s. 3. 

(2) The New Testament everywhere teaches 
that Christ, considered as a man, was qualified 
by God for his office as teacher, by extraordinary 
intellectual endowments ; like the prophets of 
old, and his own apostles in after times, only in 
a far higher degree than they. John, ili. 34, 
God gave to him otx éx wécpov cd nvevua. The 
prophets had these endowments, but in a less 
degree; he, as the highest messenger of God, 
had them without measure. Acts, x. 38, typucey 
avroy 6 O05 nvevuare ayio xav Svvauer. Jesus 
received these higher gifts of the Spirit when 
John baptized him; for he himself submitted of 
his own accord to this baptism, by which the 
Jews were to be initiated into the kingdom of 
the Messiah. John himself was convinced, by 
a confessedly miraculous occurrence at his bap- 
tism, that Jesus was the Son of God, and heard 
a heavenly voice which expressly declared him 
such; Matt. iii. 13 —17; John, iii. 31—33, coll. 
Luke, iv. 1, 14. Whatever, therefore, the man 
Jesus either did or taught after his baptism, he 
did and taught as the messenger of God—as an 
inspired man, under direct divine command, 
and special divine assistance; éy mvevuare, as 
the New Testament expresses it. Vide Morus, 
p. 149, note. 

The name of a prophet, (s»23,) which denotes 
in general an immediate messenger, and author- 
ized ambussador of God, (vide s. 9, No. 2,) was 
given to Christ, because, as above remarked, he 
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taught by divine inspiration, and proved to his 
contemporaries the truth of his doctrine and of 
his divine mission by miracles; John, xiv. 10. 
The Jews expected this of the Messiah, whom 
they hence called sya3n, 6 xpopyzns, by way of 
eminence. Vide John, vi. 14; Matt. xxi. 11; 
Luke, xxiv. 19; Acts, iii. 22; and other texts. 

Christ commonly called his office as teacher, 
and indeed his whole office, Zpyov, his work, bu- 
siness, (cf. John, xvii. 43) also 76 typo tov za- 
zpos, (John, iv. 34, seq.,) in order to shew that 
the Father himself had commissioned him; ac- 
cording to what he elsewhere declares, that his 
doctrine was not his own, (discovered by him- 
self as a man,) but revealed and entrusted to 
him (the man Jesus) by God; John, xii. 49; 
xiv. 10. ; 

The name owryp (benefactor of men) is given 
to Christ, partly because he died for our good, 
and partly because he is our teacher by precept 
and example. Both of these belong to the great 
work of Jesus, and one ought not to be separated 
from the other. He himself says (John, xviii. 
27) that he was born and had come into the 
world to proclaim the true doctrine, (danSeva;) 
and that his kingdom (Saovxe’a) was the king- 
dom of truth. But we owe it to his death alone 
that we become citizens of this kingdom, John, 
iii. 6. His death is always described as the 
procuring cause of our salvation; and our sins 
are not forgiven us on account of our own refor- 
mation and holiness, but on account of the death 
of Christ. 


IL. Christ’s method and manner in his Ministry ; 
and the chief contents of his Doctrine. 


(1) The instruction which Christ gave was 
partly public, (John, xviii. 20,) and partly conji- 
dential, or private. And accordingly the manner 
and nature of his discourse were different. Like 
all the ancient teachers, he had two classes of 
hearers and disciples; the exoteric, those who 
were publicly instructed, and the esoteric, the 
disciples of the inner school, to whom he gave 
private instruction. The Jews of Palestine, at 
the time of Christ, were very ignorant, mis- 
guided, and prejudiced. Christ was therefore 
compelled to condescend to their level, and was 
unable fully to instruct them in many truths, 
for which they had no relish, and which they 
could not understand. He could carry them no 
further than the first elements of his doctrine ; 
and had, first of all, to endeavour to excite them 
to attention and inquiry. Vide Matt. xiii. 1a, 
seq Luke, X. 1, 10, ducy (esotericis) dédorae 
yrcovar jvornpoa Boovrevase Exedvorg (exotericis) od 
déSorox. His disciples were not, however, to 
keep any secret doctrines (disciplina arcant) for 
themselves, but as soon as their hearers were 
prepared for it, to give them still further instruc- 
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tion, and declare to them the whole. Vide 
Matt. x. 26, 27; Luke, viii. 17. : 
But although the instruction of Jesus was so 
variously modified as to manner and subject, 
according to the wants of his hearers, his doc- 
trine itself was always the same. He had no 
twofold scheme of salvation—one for the refined 
and the noble, the other for the mean and uncul- 
tivated ; but one and the same forall. «* Repent 
and believe the gospel” was his direction, as it 
was of John the Baptist. This was the great 
point which he brought to view in all his dis: 
courses before rich and poor, enlightened and 
ignorant. We do not find that Jesus ever with- 
held or omitted any of his doctrines, or even 
proposed them less frequently, because they 
might be offensive or unpleasant to his hearers, 
or opposed to theirinclinations. On the contrary, 
he exhibited these very hated truths with the most 
frequency and urgency, because they were the 
most important, salutary, and indispensable to 
his hearers. He disregarded their persecution 
and contempt. The doctrines of his death and its 
consequences, of the necessity of regeneration 
and of holiness, are examples of this kind; John, 
iii., vi., viii., x. His early disciples followed 
his example in this respect; as appears from 
Acts and the epistles. And his disciples in all 
ages are sacredly bound to do the same; and if 
they do not, they are wnworthy of him. 
Moreover, his public religious instruction was 
in a high degree intelligible, throughout prae- 
tical, and adapted to the necessities of his 
hearers. It was without fear or favour of man, 
Matt. xxii. 16, 46. He was eloquent and im- 
pressive, and skilfully availed himself of the 
present occasion, place, and circumstances; 
John, iv. 14, 34, seq. The populace, accord- 
ingly, found his instructions far more excellent, 
impressive, and sincere, than those of the Phari- 
sees orlawyers. With all this, however, he was, 
as a teacher, in a high degree modest and unpre- 
tending. Vide Matt. xi. 29; John, vii. 16—18. 
Considering the imperfect knowledge of his 
hearers, Jesus endeavoured to represent the 
truth as palpably and obviously to their senses 
as possible, and frequently spoke in figures. 
He frequently availed himself of the sayings 
and proverbs current among his contempora- 
ries. Following the example of the an- 
cient, and especially of the oriental moralists, 
he frequently taught moral principles in ape 
thegms, as in the sermon on the Mount. But 
he made the most use of parables, which were 
very commonly employed by Jewish teachers 
in their instructions. Vide Vitringa, De Synag. 
Vet. 1.3. Storr, De Parabolis Christi, in his 
Opuse. Academ., tom. i. 
He gave most of his instructions in the relt- 
! gious dialect common with the Jews. And many 
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of his expressions—e. g., in the sermon on the: 
Mount, in his address to Nicodemus, &c., can- 
not be clearly understood without a knowledge 
of this dialect. It is the same, for the most 
part, as we find in the Talmud and in the writ- 
ings of the Rabbins. But much of the ancient 
Jewish phraseology had been frequently misun- 
derstood and perverted. These abuses Christ 
corrected, and gave a different, more just, and 
important meaning to this ancient phraseology ; 
as wise teachers of religion have always done. 
But the superior impression which the scriptural 
language and the phraseology of the Old Testa- 
ment made, led Christ to use them, in ptefer- 
ence to any other, even where another might 
have answered his purpose. 

We observe in all the discourses of Jesus a 
wise forbearance and indulgence of such preju- 
dices (e. g., respecting the kingdom of the 
Messiah, s. 89) as could not have been at once 
removed, or were not necessarily of injurious 
practical tendency. This is called ovyxara- 
Basis, economia, accomodatio. But we find no 
case in which Jesus ever taught any thing 
which he considered as false or erroneous, 
merely because it might be pleasing to his 
hearers, or agreeable to prevailing prejudices. 
Such a course would be contrary to his own 
maxims and his whole mode of procedure, and 
could not be justified on correct moral principles. 
Vides. 64,65. This, it seems, is more and more 
conceded by modern theologians. Many who 
do not consider Jesus as a divine teacher inthe 
strict sense, prefer saying that he mistook in this 
or that particular, to allowing that he declared 
or taught anything which he himself considered 
erronecus. They perceive that the latter sup- 
position is entirely irreconcilable with the moral 
purity which is everywhere exhibited in the 
character of Jesus. Others, however, who are 
not willing to allow that Jesus taught anything 
inconsistent with their own opinions, affirm that 
Christ did not actually believe, in such cases, 
what he said, but accommodated his doctrine to 
Jewish opinions, in which he himself had’ no 
velief. But they cannot prove the fact; and they 
do not consider in what a suspicious light they 
place his character. One that allows Christ to 
be a divine teacher, if he would be consistent, 
must admit his declarations and doctrines with- 
out exception, and will not venture to select from 
them at pleasure what he will believe, or to pre- 
fer his own views to those of Christ, or to affirm 
that Christ could not have taught such a thing, 
because it appears differently to him, or because 
it is contrary to the prevailing opinions of his 
age. See Heringa, Ueber die Lehrart Jesu and 
seiner Apostel in Hinsicht auf die Religions- 
begriffe ihrer Zeitgenossen; a prize essay ; Of- 
fenvach, 1792, Svo; Storr, Erlauterung des 
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Briefs an die Hebriier, th. ii. s. 536, f., and 
Opuse. Theol. Iste Abhandl. 

(2) The contents of the public instruction of 
Jesus. On this subject, and on the plan of 
Christ in general, ef. Dr. Reinhard, Ueber den 
Plan des Stifters der Christ. Relig. 

(a) He instructed his disciples in the doctrine 
respecting God and his attributes; especially re- 
specting his impartial and universal love to sin- 
ful men, and his desire for the welfare of all, 
respecting providence, and reward and punish- 
ment after death. This last doctrine he made 
eminently practical. 

(0) He taught them with still more particu- 
larity the destination of man and the duties of 
the true worshipper of God; especially the love 
of God and of our neighbour, in opposition to 
Jewish exclusiveness. He placed before them 
the motives for the fulfilment of these duties, 
and refuted many practical prejudices which 
were common among the Jews and other nations. 
He always opposed the arrogance, self-right- 
eousness, and self-confidence of men, and en- 
deavoured to shew them that their virtue was 
very imperfect, and that they deserved nothing 
on account of it, and received every favour from 
the grace of God; Luke, xvii. 9; xviii. 9; Matt. 
xx. 1, seq. 

(c) He endeavoured to give them juster views 
respecting the Messiah, and the benevolent de- 
sign of God in his mission, ahd the new order 
which he was to bring about—in short, respect- 
ing the kingdom of God. He proved to them 
that he was the Messiah, and predicted the wide 
extension of his religion. He endeavoured to 
awaken in his hearers a feeling of the necessity 
of a Saviour. 2 

(d) He instructed them in the exalted hea- 
venly dignity of his person (John, v.,.vili., x.,) 
respecting his death, its causes, and happy con- 
sequences. He assured them that he was the 
person through whom and on whose account men 
would be saved; that he was the Saviour of 
men, through whom they obtained freedom from 
sin and from the punishment of sin; and all this 
through the influence of his dcetrine and instrue- 
tion, and especially of his death; John, lii., vi., 
viii., x. He announced the entire abolition of 
the Old-'estament dispensation and the Mosaic 
institute, and the near approach of the time when. 
a spiritual and perfect worship should be esta- 
blished universally. Instructions of this kind 
are mostly found in John. Still they were only 
the first indications: for Christ had reserved the 
more perfect instruction to be given by his dis- 
ciples after his death and ascension. He only 
went before them, and prepared his hearers for 
the instruction which they would afterwards 
give. He sowed, but it was for them and their 
successors to reap the full harvest; John, iv. 
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We find, as a general thing, that Jesus, in his 
public instructions, aimed principally at the im- 
provement and correction of the Jewish doctrine, 
in order to prepare and qualify the great multi- 
tude for the reception of his religion; while in 
his private instructions, on the other hand, he 
discoursed more particularly on his own institu- 
tions. Vide Matt. xxii. 29; John, iii. 1, seq.; 
‘y. 7, seq. In his public discourses, he fre- 
quently treats of general moral truths; not, how- 
ever, in the common unprofitable way in which 
men are told what they ought to do, without be- 
ing told how to doit. He shews how the law of 
Moses should be interpreted, and warns against 
the false explanations commonly given to it, 
and the additions made to it by men, and against 
the falsification of the Divine commands; Matt. 
Vv. seq. 

He was accustomed, like many of the Jewish 
teachers in his age, to travel about with his dis- 
ciples, and to teach in the synagogues, on the 
highways, in the market-places, the field, and 
the temple. Vide John, xviii. 20. 

(3) The private instruction of Christ. 

He had destined his intimate friends (esoteric 
disciples) to be the future teachers, through 
whom his great plan should be carried into exe- 
cution. ‘To these he gave more minute expla- 
nation and instruction respecting the doctrines 
mentioned in No. 2. He solved for them any 
difficulties or obscurities which remained in his 
public discourses. Vide Mark, iv. 10, 11, 34. 
But even this instruction was in a great measure 
only elementary, and preparatory to their future 
destination. Hence he frequently endures their 
weakness and their prejudices with wise for- 
bearance; John, xvi. 12—15, 25, seq.; Acts, 
i. 7, seq. He tells them expressly that they 
could not understand or endure, at that time, 
many things which it was important for them 
to know. And he promises to instruct them 
more perfectly after his departure, by means of 
the Paracletus, and to make known to them the 
whole extent of whatever it should be neces- 
sary for them to know and to teach, for their 
own good or the good of others, John, xiv. 26; 
xvi. 12—14, &c. 

Note.—Although Jesus frequently declares 
that his doctrine is of divine origin, and reveal- 
ed to him by God himself, (since he was the 
greatest of the divine messengers,) we are not 
to suppose from this that every particular doc- 
trine which Christ taught was given out by him 
as entirely new, and as imparted to him by di- 
rect inspiration of God. Many of his theoreti- 
eal and practical doctrines were known to the 
Jews of his age, from the writings of the Old 
Testament, as Christ himself says, Matt. v.17; 
or by some other means—e. g., the unwritten 
instructions of the prophets who lived at and 
after the time of the Babylonian captivity. But 
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Christ completed and amended these doctrines, 
made additions to them, and placed them in 
relations and connexions which were entirely 
new and peculiar, thus giving them new weight 
and interest. This was the case with the doc- 
trine of the immortality of the soul, regenera- 
tion, prayer, &c. It may therefore be said, with 
truth, that a great part of all the doctrinal and 
moral instruction which i; found in the dis- 
courses of Jesus, actually existed among the 
Jews of his own age. Ye find many of his 
maxims, parables, &c., in the Talmud and the 
Rabbins. Vide Lightfoot, Schéttgen, and 
Wetstein, on the New Testament. 

But while we willingly concede this, we may 
also truly maintain that Jesus founded a new 
religious system. He himself says distinctly 
that the religious teacher must make use of both 
new and old doctrines. ‘+A Christian teacher 
must be like a householder, who brings out of 
his treasure things new and old; Matt. xiii. 52. 
But Christ did more than any other religious 
teacher before or since his time, by teaching, 
not simply what men have to do, but by pro- 
viding and pointing out the means by which 
they can perform their duties. Vide John, i. 
Lise Ditas; 1. tise. 

The question disputed by theologians, Whe- 
ther Christ can be called a new lawgiver, may 
be decided by these considerations. Civel laws 
and institutions are here out of the question; 
such Christ did not intend to establish, since 
his kingdom is not of this world. Zaw must 
be understood as synonymous with religion, re- 
ligious doctrine; according to the use of the 
Hebrew aa, and the Greek vouos. The ques- 
tion would then be, more correctly, whether he 
was a new religious teacher. The remarks above 
made shew that Christ is entitled to this name, 
and in a far higher sense than Moses was. He 
himself calls his religion, and the ordinances 
and institutions to be connected with it, xa 
dvaSyxy», in opposition to the ancient Mosaic 
dispensation, Matt. xxvi. 28. And Paul calls 
Christ the author and founder of the new dis- 
pensation, (uscizns xauns StaSnxns,) Heb. ix. 
15; xii, 24. His religion, according to Paul, 
succeeds to the Mosaic, and puts an end to the 

fosaic dispensation as such. The term novus 
legislator has been rendered suspicious in the 
view of some theologians from the use which 
Socinians make of it, designating by it the whole 
office and merit of Christ. 

Note 2.—Jesus always appeals to his miracles, 
and proves by them that his doctrine is divine; 
John, vii. 11. His apostles do the same; Acts, 
ii, 22, But this proof is altogether rejected by 
many at the present day, or, at least, very little 
regarded. his is the case among those, prin 
cipally, who labour for the abolition of all posi 
tive religion, and the introduction of the religion 
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of reason; for the positive divine authority of 
the religion of Jesus stands or falls with his 
miracles. The truths of reason which Jesus 
taught would, indeed, remain valid, although 
confirmed by no miracles; but, in that ease, his 
declarations would not continue to possess di- 
vine authority. We shauld no longer be com- 
pelled to believe in any of his doctrines because 
he taught them, as he always requires us to do; 
John, iv. Our belief, on the contrary, would be 
entirely independent of him and of his declara- 
tions. His declarations and doctrines would be 
subjected to the revision of human reason, like 
the declarations and doctrines of any merely 
human teacher. The authority of Jesus would 
not be more binding than that of Socrates, of 
Confucius, Zoroaster, and other wise men of 
antiquity. Whoever, then, denies the miracles 
of Jesus, rernoves all that is positive in the 
Christian religion; the sure consequence of 
which is, that every man may believe as much 
of the Christian doctrine as he pleases, and is 
by no means bound to admit the truth of what- 
ever Jesus says, because he is of opinion that 
the doctrine of Jesus is subjected to the revision 
of his reason. ‘To such an one the writings of 
the New Testament may possess an historical, 
but not a doctrinal value. Cf. Rtihl, Werth der 
Behauptungen Jesu und siener Apostel; Leip- 
zig, 1792, 8vo; especially the first treatise. 


SECTION XCV. 


OF THE HARDSHIPS AND SUFFERINGS OF JESUS. 


[. During his whole life upon the earth. 


AvrnoucH it is true that Jesus suffered a 
great deal while he was upon the earth, we 
should avoid all unscriptural exaggeration of 
this subject, and not maintain that his whole 
earthly existence was mere uninterrupted suf- 
fering. We find scenes in the life of Jesus 
which caused him many happy and cheerful 
hours) Luke, x. 21; Matt. xvii. 1, seq. Jesus, 
as a man, possessed very tender feelings and 
warm affections, John, xi. Both pain and plea- 
sure, therefore, made a strong and deep impres- 
sion upon his heart. The evangelical history ex- 
hibits him as at one time in deep distress, and 
at another in great joy. 

His external trials and hardships consisted 
principally in his great poverty and indigence, 
Matt. viii. 20; Luke, ix. 58; 2 Cor. vill. 9; 
the many difficulties and hindrances in the way 
of the accomplishment of his office as teacher; 
contempt, persecution, danger, and the suffering 
which the disobedience and obstinacy of his 
contemporaries occasioned him. The sufferings 
which he endured at the end of his life will be 
gonsidered in No. II. The following remarks 
wil! serve to the better understanding of the 
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doctrine respecting the suffering and adversities 
of Jesus. 

(1) Human infirmities and calamities are 
of two kinds—viz., (a) Natural; which are 
founded in the Jaws and constitution of human 
nature, and are therefore common to all men. 
Jesus, too, we find, was subject to these, s. 93, 
but in common with all others; and when he 
became a true man he of course subjected him- 
self to them. (6) Contingent, (accessorize, ) 
which do not happen to all, but only toa few. 
Such are lowliness, poverty, contempt, &c. 
Jesus, as a man, was not necessitated to endure 
these ; and the very opposite of them was ex- 
pected in the Messiah. He submitted to them, 
because the divine plan for the good of men re- 
quired it; Heb. xii. 2; Phil. ii. 6, 7. 

(2) Many things which are commonly ac- 
counted hardships and trials are not so in the 
eyes of the true sage, who is superior to the pre- 
judices of the multitude. And, on the other 
hand, many things which are commonly admired 
as the best fortune do not appear to him either 
good fortune or real welfare. We should be 
careful, therefore, not to enumerate among the 
sufferings and afflictions of Jesus such things 
as would be so accounted only by the voluptuary 
and libertine, and not by the wise man. Such 
things are, his frequent journeys, his being born 
in a stable, laid in a manger, &c. hese cir- 
cumstances, in themselves considered, were no 
hardships to a man who disregarded conve- 
nience and worldly honour. 

Religious teachers must exercise great caution 
on this subject. There is a double disadvantage 
in enumerating such circumstances among the 
sufferings of Jesus; one is, that the common 
people will be confirmed in the error, (which is 
very prevalent.) of considering the goods of for- 
tune, rank, birth, splendour, and other external 
advantages, as of great value; the other is, that 
they will be encouraged in effeminacy and false 
sensitiveness. The example of Jesus in his 
humiliation ought, on the contrary, to be em- 
ployed to shew that a man of true piety and 
magnanimity needs none of those external ad- 
vantages which are commonly so highly es- 
teemed, in order to be happy and contented ; that 
a man, even in poverty and humiliation, may be 
highly useful to others, &c. The sufferings of 
Jesus, considered in this light, are very encour- 
aging and cheering to despised or neglected 
worth. And the New Testament makes this 
very use of the doctrine of the sufferings and 
humiliation of Jesus—e. g., Hebrews, xii. 2, 
aiaxvins xatappovycas—i. e., he was so supe- 
rior to his enemies in greatness and strength of 
spirit that he disregarded their insults and their 
foolish judgments respecting him. 

The sufferings of Jesus are eminently calcu- 
lated to impress our minds with ¢ view of his 
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great love to men. He became poor for our 
sakes, that we might become rich. ‘The proper 
effect of this view is to lead us to gratitude and 
cheerful obedience. 

(3) Some are accustomed to particularize the 
sins for which Jesus atoned by particular hard- 
ships and sufferings, and also the virtues, for 
the performance of which he at such times pro- 
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xii. 27; and Paul says distinctly, Heb. v. 7, 8 
that Christ wished to resemble us, his brethren, 
in respect to the painful accompaniments of 
death, in order to qualify himself better to be- 
come a compassionate high-priest. ‘* He pray- 
ed to God, who could deliver him from death, 
with loud crying and tears.”? A forced, stoical 
apathy is entirely opposed to the spirit of 


cured us the power. But we ought not to go | Christ and his religion. Christianity pronounces 


beyond the New Testament, and to make arbi- 
trary distinctions, which have no scriptural 
ground. The Bible does not represent Christ 
as enduring, in the highest possible degree, 
every imaginable distress of mind and body. 
The greatness of the merits of his sufferings de- 
pends neither upon their continuance nor upon 
their magnitude and variety. The sufferings of 
Christ would still possess their whole adequate 
value, even if he did not endure every imagina- 
ble distress. 


Il. Suffrings of Christ at the end of his life ; 
commonly called his passion. 


(1) The sorrowful feelings of his sow/, or his 
mental suffering, his anguish of heart, exhibited 
most strikingly on the Mount of Olives in Geth- 
semane; Matt. xxvi. 37—44; Luke, xxii. 41— 
44, This anguish is described by Luke as great 
to an extraordinary degree. He felt it shortly 
before his enemies commenced their abuse. In 

view of this distress many difficulties have 
arisen. The martyrs of religion have frequently 
exhibited, under greater sufferings than these, 
and tortures which they have actually solicited, 
a joy and firmness which we have been accus- 
tomed to admire. Besides, Jesus exhibited 
throughout all the rest of his life and his after 
sufferings an unexampled magnanimity and 
power. He foresaw his sufferings with cheer- 
fal courage, and undertook them of his own ac- 
cord. But Jesus did not exhibit, either in the 
last moments of his life, or at any other period, 
that ill-timed enthusiasm which was so much 
admired in the Christian martyrs of the second 
and third centuries; nor, on the other hand, did 
he shew any cold insensibility to suffering. 
Both enthusiasts and philosophers are therefore 
displeased with his allowing himself to feel this 
fear and timidity; and many interpreters have 
exerted their skill upon these passages, to per- 
vert their true meaning. Why such despond- 
ency and anguish just at this time? We remark 
upon this subject, 

(a) There is nothing in the conduct of Jesus 
at this time which is inconsistent with a great 
man. He was far from that apathy and sto- 
cism which the martyrs exhibited, either from 
affectation, enthusiasm, or insensibility. He 
actually endured therefore, for a considerable 
time, the pains of death which are natural to 
men, as appears from Matt. xxvi. 39—44; John, 


against everything which is forced, artificial, and 
unsuited to the nature which God has given us. 
It is the duty of men to improve and to increase 
in holiness; but-they should still continue to be 
men, and not be, ashamed of human feelings, 
and of the natural and innocent expressions oi 
them. The example of Christ is instructive in 
this respect. But the most important consider- 
ation is the following—viz., 

(5) These sufferings, as Jesus and his apos- 
tles always taught, were endured for our sakes, 
and were the punishment of our sins. This be- 
ing the case, it was necessary for Christ to feel 
that he suffered. He could not, and should not, 
remain insensible. We must see by his exam- 
ple what we deserved to suffer. Some hours 
before his death, Jesus assigned this as the true 
object of his sufferings: «He would shed his 
blood for the remission of the sins of men,”’ and 
he instituted the Lord’s supper in memory of 
this great event; Matt. xxvi. 28. This suffer- 
ing, therefore, arose principally from a view and 
a lively feeling of the great multitude of sins, 
their criminality, and liability to punishment. 
Cf. Harwood, Ueber die Ursaehen der Seele- 
nangst Christi, 4 Abhandl.; Berlin, 1774. The 
history of the sufferings and death of Christ is 
considered in this light throughout the gospel 
and epistles. He suffered and died for us, and 
on our account; and we thus learn what we de- 
serve. ‘This history was not intended to pro- 
duce a short and transient emotion, or mere 
compassionate sympathy : and the preacher who 
employs it for these purposes only neglects its 
proper object. This is a great fault ofgmany 
Passion and Good-Friday discourses! 

(2) The great bodily sufferings and tortures 
which he firmly endured; with which is con- 
nected, 

(3) His condemnation to a violent death on 
the cross, and his undergoing of this sentence. 
His life of humiliation on the earth yuépar sapxds 
closed with his death; for the time-which he 
lived upon the earth after his resurrection did 
not belong to it. Crucifixion, which was de- 
signed for slaves and insurgents; was a verve 
disgraceful punishment. Vide Galatians, iii, 
13, coll. Deut. xxi. 23. Paul therefore consi- 
ders it as the lowest point of the humiliation ot - 
Jesus, and calls it caedvwors in distinction, Phil 
ii. 5—8; cf. Heb. xii. 2. Every thing was or- 
dered by God in such a way as to convinee the 
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world, beyond a question, that his death had 
actually taken place. Vide the circumstances, 
John, xix. 30,seq. In that age no one doubted 
the fact. Jesus was laid in the tomb as plainly 
dead. He remained in the tomb until the third 
day, that the fact of his death might be the more 
certain. His burial was honourable. 'The pas- 
sage, Is. lili. 9, may well be referred to this 
event: «*he was destined to a grave among 
transgressors; but was buried with the rich.” 
The New Testament does not, however, ex- 
pressly cite it as applicable to this event. 

The question has sometimes been asked, 
Whether the burial of Jesus belonged to his 
state Of humiliation or exaltation. It is suffi- 
cient to answer, neither to one nor the other. 
The burial concerned only the lifeless body, 
separated from the soul. But according to the 
common way of thinking and feeling among 
men, the circumstances of the burial were ho- 
nourable to Jesus, and should therefore be ra- 
ther connected with his exaltation than his hu- 
miliation. 

Note-—At the time of the apostles no one 
doubted the actual death of Jesus. All, Chris- 
tians, Jews, and Gentiles, as appears from the 
New Testament, were firmly convinced of it as 
an undeniable fact. Some, however, appeared 
in the second century, who either doubted or 
denied the actual death of Christ; or who gave 
such a turn to the affair as to remove from his 
death and crucifixion whatever was offensive to 
the Jews and heathen. The death of Jesus was 
not, however, disputed on historical grounds, 
for there were none; but merely for doctrinal 
reasons. ‘The doctrine of Christ’s death was 
inconsistent with some of their philosophical 
hypotheses. Most of the Gnostics and Mani- 
cheans, who maintained that Christ had a seem- 
ing or shadowy body, contended that he did not 
actually suffer tortures and death; but only ev 
doxzsee (seemingly, in his seeming body.) Vide 
s. 93, II. The Basilidiani maintained that Jesus 
was not crucified, but Simon of Cyrene in his 
stead. Cerinthus taught that one of the highest 
zons, Christ or the Adyos, united himself with 
the man Jesus, the son of Joseph and Mary, at 
his baptism; that Christ deserted the man Jesus 
during his sufferings, and returned to heaven; 
and that thus the man Jesus alone suffered and 
died. In aceordance with this opinion, he and 
his followers explained the exclamation of 
Christ upon the cross, My God! why hast 
thou forsaken me?” Matthew, xxvii. 46. 

This desertion (derelietio a Deo) has been 
very differently understood, even in modern 
times. The words which Christ uses are taken 
from Ps. xxii. I—a psalm which he frequently 
vites as referring to himself. It is the language 
of a deeply distressed sufferer, who looks for- 
ward with azxious longing to the termination 
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of his sufferings, and to whom the assistance 
of God, comfort, and consolation, seem to dis- 
appear altogether, or to delay too long. The 
phrase fo be deserted by God is frequently used 
without implying a prevailing doubt in the ac- 
tual providence of God; as Ps. ]xxi. 11; Isa. 
xlix. 14. Notwithstanding, this anxious feeling 
was one of the greatest and most piercing of the 
mental sufferings of Jesus. At the same time 
it is very consoling and quieting to one who 
comes into similar circumstances, especially at 
the close of his life, since he can count upon 
being heard inthe same way. Thus Jesus was 
enabled, shortly before his death, when he saw 
his approaching end, joyfully to exclaim, zevé- 
Aeorvou—I. e., now everything which I had to do 
or to suffer according to the will of God is ac- 
complished and perfected; John, xix. 30, coll. 
v. 38.¢ This term refers especially, as xanpovy 
dees in other cases, to the fulfilment of what 
was predicted concerning him as the decree of 


God. Vide Luke, xvili. 31; xxii. 37; Acts, 
Xlil. 29. 
Ill. Attributes and Motives of the Sufferings of 


Christ. 


Jesus underwent all these sufferings, and 
death itself, (1) znnocently, Luke, xxiii. 14, 15, 
and the parallel texts, 2 Cor. v. 21; 1 Pet. ii 
22; iii. 18; (2) freely, Matt. xvi. 21—24; John, 
x. 11, 17, 18; xiii. 1, 21—33; xviii. 1—8; (3) 
with the greatest patience and firmness, 1 Pet. 
il. 23; (4) from unexampled and magnanimous 
love to us; also, from obedience to God, he herein 
subjected himself to the will and decree of God. 
Vide s. 88; John, xv. 13; Rom. v. 6—8. 

Theologians call this obedience which Jesus 
exhibited in suffering, passive obedience, from 
Phil. ii. 8, ‘*obedient unto the death of the 
cross.”” The active obedience of Christ, his 
doing everything which was suitable to the 
divine will and command, was considered s. 93, 
IlI. They are one and the same obedience in 
reality. The origin and advantage of this dis- 
tinction will be further considered in the Article 
on Justification. The various objects and uses 
of the sufferings of Christ will also be consi- 
dered more fully in the same Article, s. 115. 
Cf. Morus, p. 160, 161, s. 7. 


SECTION XCVI. 


OF CHRIST’S DESCENT INTO HELL. 


I. Meaning of the phraseology, “to descend into 
hell,” (Sw bx 57, KaraBatvew eis ddnv,) and an 
explanation of the texts relating to this swbpect. 


(1) Tue ancients believed universally, not 
excluding the Orientalists and the Hebrews, 
that there was a place in the invisible world, 
conceived to be deep under the earth, into whick 
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the disembodied souls of men, good and bad, 
went immediately after death. The name of 
this place was Tw, 47s, orcus, the under-world, 
the kingdom of the dead. This word never de- 
notes the place of the damned, either in the scrip- 
tures or in the fatners of the first three cen- 
turies. Accordingly, the phrase descendere in 
oreum always denotes in the Bible the separation 
of the soul from the body, and, the condition of the 
disembodied spirit after death; Num. xvi. 30, 
33; Job, vii. 9; Ps. lv. 163 Isaiah, xiv. 15; and 
frequently in the apocryphal books of the Old 
Testament. When the heroes of Homer are 
slain, their souls are said to descend to Hades. 

This phrase may then be explained, in this 
sense, to refer to the death of Christ; and so it 
is a tropical or figurative representation of his 
death, and the separation of his soul from his 
body. When he died, he descended into Hades, 
and continued there, as to his soul, as long as 
his body continued in the grave. We find the 
continuance of Christ in Hades actually men- 
tioned in this sense in the New Testament. 
Peter, in his speech, (Acts, il. 27,) cites the 
passage, Psalm xvi. 10, obx éyxaranerers tHv 
\ox7y mov eis Gdov, which is always referred to 
Christ’s death and continuance in the grave. 
The phrase xaraSavvey ecs adn» does not indeed 
occur in that passage ; but the omission is mere- 
ly accidental. It was certainly used by the 
first Christians respecting Christ as deceased, in 
the same way as respecting other dead. 

(2) But the chief dependence is placed upon 
two other texts of the New Testament, in which 
the descent of Christ to hell is expressly men- 
tioned, and in one of which his employment in 
Hades is thought to be determined. 

(a) Ephes. iv. 9. But the context shews 
that the descent of Christ to hell is not the sub- 
ject in this text, but his descent from heaven 
down to the earth, and his subsequent return 
into heaven. 

(6) The principal passage is, 1 Pet. iii. 18— 
20. Various explanations are given of this pas- 
sage. In the earliest times, it was universally 
considered as denoting the continuance of Christ 
in Hades; and this meaning is undoubtedly the 
most natural, and best suited to the words, the 
context, and all the ideas of antiquity. But as 
this meaning does not accord with modern ideas, 
various other explanations have been attempted. 
But the context shews that the continuance of 
Jesus in Hades is the subject of this passage— 
i. e., that it treats of the condition and employ- 
ment of the soul of Christ after death. The 
apostle is shewing, from the example of Jesus, 
that suffering for the good of others is honour- 
able and will be rewarded. Christ laid men 
under great obligations to him, by suffering and 
dying for them, ver. 18; by what he did too 
after death, while his spirit was in Hades, ver, 
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19; (ver. 20 18 parenthetic;) by his resurrec: 
tion, ver. 213; his return to God, and his elevated 
situation in heaven, ver. 22. The sense then is: 
the body of Christ died, but his sow/ was pre- 
served. (Peter always uses odp§ and ~veqya in 
this, sense; as iv. 1, 6.) While his body was 
lying in the grave, his soul (éy , Sc. zvevuare) 
wandered down to the kingdom of the dead, and 
there preached to the disembodied spirits. It 
was the belief of the ancients that the manes 
still continued, in the under-world, to prosecute 
their former employments. Vide Isaiah, xiv. 
9. The same belief is seen in the fables of the 
Grecian kings and judges. ‘Tiresias still con- 
tinued to prophesy. Vide Isaiah, xiv. 9. Christ, 
by his instructions and exhortations to reforma- 
tion, deserved well of men while he was upon 
earth. He continued this employment in Hades. 
He preached to the greatest sinners ; and Noah’s 
contemporaries are particularized as distinguish- 
ed examples of ancient sinners, ver. 20. Now 
that Peter realiy supposed that Christ descended 
to Hades appears from Acts, ii. 31. 


Il. A Sketch of the History of this Doctrine. 


For the various opinions of commentators re- 
specting the descent of Christ to hell, ef. Die- 
telmaier, Historia dogmatis de descensu Christi 
ad inferos, ed.2; Altorf. 1762, 8vo; Semler, in 
Programm. Acad. -p. 371, seq.; Pott, Epistola 
Catholica perpetua annotatione illustr., vol. ii. 5 
Gottingen, 1790; Excurs. iii. (ad 1 Pet. iii.;) and 
Dr. Hacker, (court-preacher in Dresden,) Diss, 
de descensu Christi ad inferos, ad provinciam 
Messie demandatam referendo; Dresden, 1802. 
(Cf. Hahn, s. 472.] 

The passage, Acts, ii., coll. Psalm xvi. 10, 


was the foundation upon which this doctrine - 


was built. Its simple meaning is, that Christ 
really died, like other men, and that, while his 
lifeless body lay in the grave, his soul was in 
the same place and state with the souls of all 
the dead. So the early Christians undoubtedly 
understood it. The question now arose, Was 
the soul of one who while on earth had been so 
active for the good of men, idle and unem- 
ployed in Hades? No. Hence a third ques- 
tion, What was his employment while there? 
The same as on earth—he instructed—was the 
natural conclusion, which was confirmed by the 
word éxnpvge, 1 Pet. iii, 19. But since, in later 
times, Hades was understood to signify only 
the place of the damned; and since @vaaxy and 
sinners are mentioned by Peter in this passage; 
it was thither—to the place of the damned—that 
Christ was supposed to have gone, to preach 
repentance, (xnptsoew,) to shew himself as a 
victor in triumph, &c. 

Such is the course which the investigation of 
this question naturally took. Nov ¢he histori 
cal sketch itself. 
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(1) The ecclesiastical fathers of the first 
three centuries were agreed in the opinion that 
during the three days in which the body of 
Christ lay in the grave his soul was in the 
kingdom of the dead. This opinion they de- 
rived correctly from 1 Pet. iii. and Acts, ii. By 
this representation they supposed, in substance, 
the condition of Christ, as to his soul during 
his death, to be described. Thus Ireneus says, 
“Christ in this way fulfilled the law of the 
dead,” v. 31. Clement of Alexandria expresses 
himself In the same way. Origen says, yuuv7 
cwmates vyevouerg wn, Contra Celsum, ii. 
Tertullian says, «* Christus forma humane mor- 
tis apud inferos (est) functus,”’ &. 

They differed in opinion respecting his em- 
ployment there. Most supposed that he preached 
the gospel to the ancient believers who expected 
his advent—to the patriarchs, &c. Vide Iren. 
(iv. 45, 50,) Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, 
Origen, and others. But Origen and some 
others seem to have believed that Christ rescued 
the damned who believed on him in Hades, and 
transported them to the abode of the blessed. 
Still, the descent fo hell is nowhere expressly 
mentioned in the ancient creeds of the first 
three centuries, either in the Eastern or West- 
ern church. No one in this period held it to be 
the interment of Christ; nor did any one as- 
sert that he went exclusively to the place of the 
damned. 

(2) This doctrine was gradually regarded as 
fixed after the fourth century, and was adopted 
into the creeds. ‘The phrase xavéaSovta els ta 
xataySovca was established at the Arian Coun- 
cil at Sirmium, in the year 357, and at many 
orthodox and Arian councils after that time. It 
was now inserted in the more ancient creeds, to 
which it had not previously belonged—e. g., 
into the apostolical creed, particularly, as it 
seems, on account of the controversies with 
Apollinaris. But all the churches had not ad- 
mitted it into this creed before the sixth century. 
Ruffin says (Expos. S. Ap.), that the Romish 
chureh did not admit this doctrine into the 
apostolical creed, “nee in Orientis ecclesiis habe- 
tur,’’ and adds, that the word surtep which is 
there used, conveys the same sense. ‘The rea- 
son why this doctrine was so much insisted on, 


"sand admitted into the creeds, especially after 


the middle of the fourth century, is, that it 
afforded a weighty argument against the fol- 
lowers of Apollinaris, who denied the existence 
of a human soul in Christ. Vide s. 93, II. ad 
finem. It may be added, that the fathers of the 
fourth century, and of the one succeeding, ad- 
hered for the most part to the opinions found 
among the earlier fathers, No. 1. é 

(3) The opinions of the earlier fathers were 
gradually set aside in after ages, especially in 
-ne Western church, The opinion, that the 
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separation of the soul from the body was all 
that was intended by the representation of 
Christ’s descent to hell, was by degrees entirely 
laid aside. The infernus was considered by 
many as the appropriate designation of the 
place of the damned, and the passage in 1 Pet. 
ili. as the only proof-text; and so the descent to 
hell became equivalent to the descent of Christ 
to the place of the damned. Such were the 
views of many of the schoolmen. Thomas 
Aquinas adopted the opinion of Hieronymus 
and Gregory, that Christ rescued the souls of 
the pious fathers who lived before Christ from 
the limbus patrum, (a kind of entrance to hell. 
status medius.) So also the Council at Trent. 

They now began to dispute, whether the soul 
only of Christ was in hell, or his body also; 
whether he was there during the whole time in 
which his body was in the grave, or only on the 
third day, shortly before the resurrection, &c. 
Durandus and other schoolmen understood the 
matter figuratively. According to them, Jesus 
was not in hell quoad realem presentiam (as to 
his substance), but only quvad effectum. This 
opinion had many advocates. 

The protestant theologians since the Reforma- 
tion have been divided in opinion upon this 
subject. 

(a) Luther spoke very doubtfully upon the 
subject, and was unwilling to determine any- 
thing decidedly. He agreed at first with Hiero- 
nymus and Gregory, in supposing a limbus pa- 
trum whither Christ went. But whenever he 
mentioned the subject, especially after 1533, he 
was accustomed to remark that Christ destroyed 
the power of the devil and of hell, whither he 
went with soul and body. This induced the 
heologians, who adhered strictly to every par- 
icular doctrine of Luther, to represent the de- 
scent of Christ to hell as his victory over the 
devil, as was done in the Formula Concordiz, 
art. ix. M. Flaccius had represented the descent 
to hell as belonging to the state of humiliation. 
But they represented it as belonging to the 
state of exaltation, and declared that on the moe 
ment of the resurrection Christ repaired to hell, 
with soul and body, in both natures, shewed 
himself to Satan and hell as victor, and then 
appeared alive upon the earth at daybreak. 
They are not so unreasonable, however, as to 
demand a belief in all their distinctions respect 
ing this doctrine. Hutter, Baier, Winkler, 
Carpzoy, and others, held these views. But 
there is no foundation for them in the Bible. 
Some of the ancient creeds say, the gates of 
hell (kingdom of the dead) trembled at his ap- 
proach—e. g., the Sirmian creed, 357. 

(b) Beza and other reformers understood the 
descent of Christ to hell to mean his burial. Russ 
and Rambach among the Lutherans assented 
to this opinion. It is false, however; for de 
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scent to hell, in tre sense of the ancients, does 
not refer to the body but to the soul. Vide 
supra. 

(c) Others affirmed that Christ preached the 
gospel in Hades; some say, to the believers 
who lived before his advent; others, to the 
wicked also,-and that such as submited to him 
were delivered from the place of the damned ; 
almost like the opinion of many of the ancients. 
Even Seiler thinks this opinion very probable. 
He supposes, with others, that both the body 
and soul of Christ were in Hades. But Flac- 
cius, Brentius, Dreyer, and others, agree with 
the ancients, that only the soul of Christ was 
there, while his body lay in the grave. But 
these differ again on the question, whether the 
descent to hell belongs to the state of humilia- 
tion or exaltation. 

(d) Some supposed, as Durandus did, that 
the whole subject should be understood figura- 
tively. 

(e) Zeltner, Baumgarten, Cider, and others, 
returned to the ancient opinion, and understood 
dys to denote in general the place and condition 
of departed spirits. So most of the English 
and Arminian theologians. 

(f) John AZpinus (a Lutheran theologian at 
Hamburg, of the sixteenth century) affirmed 
that Jesus endured in hell the pains of the 
damned, and therefore accounted his descent 
thither as belonging to the state of humiliation. 
He had many followers, though he was not the 
first who advanced this opinion. Cardinal Ni- 
colaus of Casa had before asserted the same 
thing in the fifteenth century, and also many 
reformed and Lutheran theologians since the 
sixteenth century, as John Agricola, Hunnius, 
Brentius, Cocceius, and Witsius. 

We omit the mention of the peculiar hypo- 
theses of some other theologians. 


{. Critical Observations, and a result from what 
has been said. 


Theologians at the present day are agreed, for 
the most part, that this question is one of minor 
importance. Some have often affirmed that the 
passage 1 Pet. ili. did not relate to this subject. 
But all the other explanations given are forced 
and unnatural, and the idea, after all, is scrip- 
tural, for the passage Acts ii. cannot be explained 
away. According to the passage, 1 Pet. iii., the 
soul of Christ actually went to the place of the 
damned (pvaraxn, carcer cecum) in Hades, and 
there preached to the disembodied spirits. Until 
the last judoment the souls of all the deceased 
are in Hades, (i. €., they are manes, disem- 
bodied,) but in different regions, distant from 
each other, (i. e., 7m vario statw), Luke, xvi. 19— 
31. Christ, then, during his continuance there, 
did what he was accustomed to do while yet on 
the earth for the good of men; he instructed 


those who needed instruction, and sahorted, — 


The object and use of this preaching, which is 
mentioned in the passage in Peter, we cannot 
see, since those who are in Hades are always 
represented by Jesus, the apostles, and Peter 
himself, as fixed in their destiny, and reserved 
to the day of judgment. Cf. Luke, xvi. 

It will be sufficient for the teacher of religion 
to say that the phrase, Christ descended to hell, 
teaches (1) that during the time in which the 
body of Christ lay in the grave he was really 
dead; and (2) that the human soul of Christ 
was in the same unknown condition and place 
to which the souls of all the deceased go, and 
where they continue till the day of judgment; 
(3) that in this respect also, as in others, he 
was like men, his brethren, and that (4) he had 
a true human soul; Acts, ii. (5) Peter assures 
us that Christ did this for the good of men; he 
preached to the departed spirits. The nature of this 
preaching, its particular object and consequences, 
what he intended to effect, and did actually effect 
by it, are entirely unknown to us, as many other 
things which pertain to the invisible kingdom of 
spirits. When we ourselves shall belong to that 
invisible kingdom, and probably nottill then, we 
shall receive more perfect information respecting 
this subject, if it can be useful for us to have it. 


SECTION XCVII. 


HISTORY OF CHRIST CONSIDERED AS A MAN, IN HIS 
STATE OF EXALTATION OR PERFECTION. Ss. 97 
—99, INCLUSIVE. 


I. Of the Resurrection of Christ. 


(1) Tue vivification and resurrection of the 
man Jesus is not, strictly speaking, pars status 
exaltationis, but terminus a quo, as some theo- 
logians have justly remarked. So his concep- 
tion was the fermznus a quo of the state of hu- 
miliation. The state of exaltation, strictly speak» 
ing, commences with the ascension of Christ, 
The events which preceded were merely pre- 
paratory. 

(2) The resurrection of Jesus is frequently 
ascribed in scripture to the Father; Acts, ii 24, 
32; iil. 15. Vide other texts. Morus, p. 174, 
s. 1, note. Jesus, however, frequently ascribes 
it to himself, as the Son of God, John, x. 18 
coll. ii. 19, «I have power (é€ovs/ay) to take 
ray life again.” He had this power, inasmucn 
as he acted in common with the Father, and, as 
Messiah, had received power from the Fatner 
adequate to this purpose. 

(3) The proof of the resurrection of Christ 
on the third day is to be deduced entirely from 
the accounts given of it in the New Testament. 
The genuineness of these histories, and the en- 
tire credibility of the accounts contained in them, 
are here presupposed. On these grounds we 
may be satisfied of the truth of this fact, even 
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" if no inspiration is admitted. Vide s. 6,8. The 
following circumstances deserve nbotice—viz., 
(2) The disciples of Jesus had always ex- 
pected that he would establish a visible kingdom 
upon earth. They had never understood, and al- 
ways perverted, what he frequently said to them 
respecting his death and resurrection. When, 
therefore, his death took place, they did not be- 
lieve that he would actually rise again. Vide 
John, xx. 9, coll. ver. 24, 25. Accordingly 
they were so incredulous on this subject, that 
they regarded the first information of the fact 
which they received as fabulous and unworthy 
of credit; Luke, xxiv. 1h, coll. ver. 22-24, 
Gregory the Great remarks, justly and happily, 
dubitatum est ab illis, ne dubitaretur a nobis. 

(6) After this event Jesus appeared frequently 
to his apostles and his other disciples. Ten 
different appearances have been noticed by some 
writers in the Evangelists. At these times he 
conversed with his disciples, and gave them 
such palpable demonstrations of his resurrec- 
tion that none of them could longer doubt re- 
specting the fact. Vide the last chapters of 
the gospels, and particularly John, xx. 21, and 
Acts, i. 2, 3; x. 41. Some, at first, regarded 
his appearance to be that of a dead man with a 
shadowy body, such as was believed by the 
Jews, Greeks, and Romans; very much the 
same as in Homer and Virgil. So Thomas, in 
John, xx. 25, seq. For this reason Jesus ate 
with them, and allowed them to handle him, 
John, xxi. 

(¢) Thenceforward they were so convinced of 
the truth of his resurrection that they never were 
or could be persuaded to doubt respecting it. 
They spake of it, after the final departure of 
Christ from the earth, as an established fact, 
which was universally admitted. They pro- 
claimed it publicly at Jerusalem, where Jesus 
was condemned, before the Sanhedrim, and other 
_ tribunals; nor could any one convince them of 

the contrary. Acts, ii.24, 32; iv. 8—13; iii., 
Meg Xllles 1) Gor. xv, 04, seq.5 1 Pet. i. 21. 

(d) No solid historical objection has been 
ever brought against this event; nor has any 
ground been alleged sufficient to convict the 
apostles of imposture, because the data for such 
proof are wanting. The event must therefore 
be regarded as true, until the contrary can be 
proved by historical reasons, or until the wit- 
nesses can be convicted of untruth. The ene- 
mies of Christianity have often been challenged 
to produce a single example of a history so well 
attested as that of the resurrection of Jesus, and 
followed too by such important consequences, 
both among cultivated and ruder nations, which 
has turned out in the end to be false and ficti- 

tious. But such an example they have never 
been able to produce. It is worthy of notice, 
that we do not find in the whole history of the 
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apostles that any of the most enlightened ene- 
mies of Christianity, even the Sanhedrim at 
Jerusalem, undertook to say that Christ had not 
risen, although they hated the apostles so much 
as to abuse and condemn them. At that time, 
no one ventured seriously to question this fact. 
The grave was watched ; the frightened guards 
brought the news of what had happened to the 
Sanhedrim, and were bribed to give out that the 
disciples of Jesus had stolen his corpse; Matt. 
XXvili. 11—13. Incredible as this story was, 
still many of the Jews at first believed it, as 
Matthew declares, ver. 15 of the same chapter. 

To this latter supposition, the Wolfenb. Un- 
genannte has entirely assented, in his work, 
Vom Zweck Jesu, and in the fragment, « Ueber 
die Auferstehungsgeschichte Jesu,” which Les- 
sing published in his « Beytragen ziir Gesch- 
ichte und Literatur,” b. 4, 1777. He looks up 
all possible discrepancies in the narrative which 
the evangelists have given of minute circum- 
stances, although they would not be sufficient, 
even if well grounded, to render the fact histort. 
cally suspicious. Vide Doederlein, Fragmente 
und Antifragmente, 2 thle.; Ntirnberg, 1781; 
Semler’s ** Beantwortung;’’ 2nd ed. 1780; Mi- 
chaelis, Auferstehungsgeschichte Jesu; Halle, 
1783. . Among the ancient writers, see Ditten, 
Wahrheit der christlichen Religion auf der Au- 
ferstehungsgeschichte Jesu, u. s. w; and Sher- 
lok, Gerichtliches Verh6r der Zeugen fiir, u. s. w. 

Some have endeavoured to render this history 
suspicious, from the fact that Jesus did not pub- 
licly shew himself after his resurrection, and did 
not appear to his enemies. Some reply that it 
does not follow from the silence of the evange- 
lists that he did not. But Peter says expressly 
that he appeared of xovrl 7@ AaQ@, GAN —7Mey, 
(the disciples,) Acts, x. 40, 41. What object, 
now, would have been answered by this public 
appearance? Those who had not before received 
him as Messiah would have rejected him anew; 
and even although they should effect nothing 
by it, they would still have given out the whole 
thing as an imposition. And suppose the whole 
populace had believed, they might have com- 
menced dangerous innovations, and made ar- 
rangements to establish Christ as an earthly 
king. Cf. John, vi. 15. Those who had no 
taste or capacity for the spiritual kingdom of 
Christ would no more have believed in him, or 
firmly and faithfully adhered to him, after he 
had appeared to them raised from the dead, and 
had himself preached to them, than before, when 
he also preached to them in person, and wrought 
the greatest miracles before them; so that he 
himself would have found the truth of what is 
said, Luke, xvi. 31. 

Persons have not been wanting who have 
considered the account of the resurrection of 
Christ as allegorical. Semler supposed that 
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Christ did not physically rise from the dead, and 
that the life which is ascribed to him is spiritual 
life in heaven and in the hearts of men. Others 
suppose that he did not actually die upon the 
cross, but that he lived in private among his 
friends for a considerable time after his cruci- 
fixion, and then disappeared. They suppose 
that when his side was pierced he fell into a 
swoon, from which he was revived by the evapo- 
ration of the spices in the tomb; without think- 
ing that, even if he had survived the crucifixion, 
this evaporation in a confined cave would neces- 
sarily have suffocated him. Spinoza says, 
somewhere, that the resurrection and ascension 
were not events which took place in the material 
world, but in the moral world—i. e., they are 
fictions, ancient Christian fables, which, how- 
ever, had great moral consequences. Many mo- 
dern writers, and even some theologians, have 
adopted this opinion. Dr. Paulus rather in- 
clines to it in his Comments on the Evangelists. 
(4) The necessity and importance of this doc- 
trine. It is one of the most important of the 
positive and peculiar doctrines of Christianity, 
and is so regarded by Christ, and in the whole 
New Testament. Morus, p. 175, seq., s. 3. 
(a) The apostles always represent this as a 
fundamental truth of the Christian faith. The 
Bsn ayyénors, he shewed himself alive to his mes- 
eengers—i. e., disciples—is mentioned as a 
fundamental truth, 1 Tim. iii. 16, coll. Rom. x. 
9.. The apostles were called paprupes dvacracews 
Xpusrov, Acts, 1.22. Paul therefore says, that 
if Christ be not risen we can have no hope of 
resurrection, and our whole faith in him is un- 
founded; 1 Cor. xv. 14, 17, coll. ver. 5—7; for 
the instructions of Christ are attested and con- 
firmed ascertain and divine only by the resurrec- 
tion. Cf. 1 Pet. i. 3, and Morus, p. 176, n. 5. 
(5) All the apostles agree that Christ by his 
resurrection received the seal and sanction of 
God, as the great Prophet and Saviour consti- 
tuted by him. He himself had claimed to be 
the Messiah; but his death seemed to frustrate 
every hope. Vide Luke, xxiv. 20, 21. His 
resurrection, however, rendered this belief more 
sure and unwavering. His disciples now saw 
that he was the person whom he claimed to be. 
They were compelled to conclude that God 
would not, by such a distinguished miracle, 
authorize and support an impostor, who merely 
pretended to be a divine messenger. Added to 
this is the fact, that he himself had prophesied 
that he should rise in three days; Luke, xviii. 
33; John, x. 17. The accomplishment of this 
prophecy proves that Christ did not teach in his 
own name, but as the messenger of God; as he 
often said; John, viiiix. The following are 
the most important texts relating to this point— 
viz., Romans, i. 4; Acts, xvii. 31; 1 Tim. iii. 
16. The passage, Ps. ii. 7, «Thou art my Son, 


this day have I begotten thee,” is often referred ; 


in the New Testament directly to the resurrece 
tion. “J have declared thee (by raising thee 
to life) on this day (the day of the resur.ection) 
to be the Messiah,” Acts, xiii. 33, 34. 


Il. The Ascension of Christ. 


(1) Jesus spent forty days on earth after his 
resurrection, in order to render his disciples 
more sure of the fact, to teach them many im- 
portant things, and to prepare them for the dis- 
charge of their public office. Vide the last 
chapters of the evangelists, and Acts, i. After- 
wards, he was removed to the abodes of the 
blessed. These abodes are situated in regions 
invisible to men, at a distance from the earth, 
and inaccessible to us while we continue here. 
They cannot be better described than by the 
word heaven, which almost all people and lan- 
guages have, and which the sacred wrivers fre- 
quently employ. As they use it, it denotes the 
place of the highest sanctuary of God—i. e., 
the place where the Omnipresent Being reveals 
himself with peculiar glory. Cf. John, xiv. 2,3. 

Jesus was taken up from earth ia view 
of his apostles, and borne hence, (éaze3y, ave- 
AnPSy ECs obpavorv,) Acts, i, 9—11; 1 Vet. iii. 
22Heb. ix. 10, 11, 24. He ascended from 
Bethany on the Mount of Olives, Luke, xxiv. 
51. He predicted his ascension to his disci- 
ples; John, vi. 62; xiv. 2,3. This doctrine, 
like that of the resurrection, is enwinerated 
among the fundamental truths of Chmstianity, 
1 Tim. iii. 16, (avernody éy 505% 3) 1 Pet. iii. 
22. He taught his disciples to find in ail these 
events confirmation of his declarations- and joy 
and consolation. As he had risen, the first 
that arose from the dead, and had been trans- 
lated to heaven, they too should one day arise, 
and be glorified, if they reposed faith and con 
fidence in him. They should be with him 
where he was, at home, in the house of his 
Father, &c. 

Note——Some modern writers have endea- 
voured to awaken suspicion respecting the doe- 
trine of the ascension of Christ, from the fact 
that Matthew, Luke, and John do not expressly 
narrate this history of the ascension in their 
gospels, as Mark does in his, and as Luke does 
in the Acts. But they could not have been 
ignorant or doubtful respecting this event, any 
more than the other writers of the New ‘es 
tament; since Jesus had mentioned it in his 
early instructions, according to John, wi. 62, 
and had frequently alluded to it afterwards, 
The writings of Paul, Peter, and the Acts 9? 
the Apostles written by Luke, shew how uni- 
versal was the belief of this event among the 
first Christian teachers. And how could these 
two have been exceptions? Vide the Easays 
‘Warm haben nicht alle Evangelisten die 
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Hirmelfahrt Christi ausdriicklich miterzahlt2 
n Flatt’s Magazin, Stick 8, Tubingen, 1802, 
Num. 2. 

(2) According to the clear declarations of the 
New Testament, Christ lives in the abodes of 
the blessed, as a true man. Cf. Acts, i. 11; 
xvii. 31; Heb. ix. 10, seq. Vide his appear- 
ances in the Acts. But the saints in heaven do 
not have a gross, feeble, perishable body, like 
the human body which we possess upon the 
earth; but a more perfect, imperishable, glori- 
fied body, very much like that of the gods of 
Homer and the Grecians. 1 Cor. xv. coll. s. 
152. New Jesus received such a body in hea- 
ven, as we shall one day receive; Phil. iii. 21 
—oupna d0&75 (i. e., 2vdoSov) adtov, which our 
present earthly body (oGua raetvecews) will in 
future resemble. The same doctrine is carried 
out, 1 Cor. xv. 42—53. As inhabitants of 
of earth, men have a mortal body, like Adam; 
as inhabitants of heaven, a refined and immor- 
tal body, like Christ, the second Adam. Christ, 
however, did not receive this body immediately 
on his resurrection; but when he became an 
inhabitant of heaven. During the forty days 
which succeeded his resurrection, he ate and 
drank with his disciples—aetions which cannot 
be predicated of heavenly bodies. He bore, 
too, on his body the scars and marks of the 
crucifixion. Some few have supposed that he 
then possessed a spiritual body, from a misun- 
derstanding of the words Supay xexacopévon, 
John, xx. 19, 26. The declaration in the epis- 
tle to the Hebrews, that he offers to God, as 
High-priest, his own blood, in the holy of holies, 
shews that the same Jesus, who according to 
the divine decree died on the earth for our good, 
now lives in heaven, and that we may always 
rejoice in the happy consequences of his sacri- 
fice; Heb. ix. 14, 24, seq. 

Note.-—The dispute relative to the Lord’s 
supper has occasioned much controversy since 
the sixteenth century, respecting the omnipre- 
sence of the body of Christ, which was asserted 
by many Lutheran theologians. But the doctrine 
de omnipresentia or ubiquitate of the human body 
of Christ, is a mere hypothesis of some theolo- 
gians, without any sure scriptural support. In- 
deed, those divine attributes, which, from the 
nature of the case, cannot be predicated of body 
in general, cannot be ascribed to the body of 
Christ, although it be glorified. Besides, we 
are expressly assured that we shall in future 
receive a body of the same kind as the heavenly 
body of Christ, Phil. iii. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 49. 
Finally, this doctrine is not necessary for the 
defence of the Lutheran doctrine respecting the 
Lord’s supper. Vide infra respecting this doc- 
trine. 

(3) There has always been a great diversity 


of opinions on the question, How long Christ, 
as aman, will continue in heaven, and when, 
according to his promise, he will return and 
visibly reappear on the earth. Christ himself 
has promised no other visible return than that 
at the end of the world, as the Judge of men. 
For his wapoveve to destroy Jerusalem, and 
punish his enemies, is a figurative mode of 
speech, like the adventus Dei so often spoken 
of by the prophets. But many of the early 
Christians, who were inclined to Judaism, and 
expected the establishment of an earthly king- 
dom, explained many texts in accordance with 
such an opinion, although there is not one pas- 
sage in all the writings of the apostles distinct- 
ly in favour of it. The apostles always sup- 
posed that Christ would remain in heaven until 
the end of the world, (during the whole time 
of the New-Testament dispensation,) and not 
visibly return until that time; although they 
did not undertake to determine how long this 
period would continue. Vide Acts, i. 11; 
1 Thess. i. 10, coll. 2 Thess. ii. seq. 

Here belongs that remarkable passage in the 
speech of Peter, Acts, iii. 20, 21, which has 
been so often misunderstood and referred to the 
restoration of ail things. ‘God has caused 
the joyful times of the New Testament to ap- 
pear, (xatpor dvatiéews, ef. 2 Cor. vi. 2,) and 
has sent Jesus Christ, whom now the heaven 
hath again received, or still retains, as long as 
this happy period of the New Tes/ament (the 
new dispensation upon the earth) shall continue.” 
Here, then, is no promise that Christ will re- 
turn to found an earthly kingdom. Aé€aoSat, . 
when spoken of a place, always means, accord- 
ing toa Greek idiom, that the place recezves or 
retains any one. So all the ancient interpreters, 
and Beza, who denied the omnipresence of the 
body of Christ from this passage. Tor this 
reason the Lutheran theologians have preferred 
to refer SéacSac to Christ. The ypovor artoxae 
tastacews are, the times of the New Testament, 
like xpdvov ScopSiscews, Heb. ix. 10. Vide ver. 
20. And dype signifies not wntil, but dum, 
while, during ; axprs onwepov xanector, Heb. 
iii. 13. Vide Ernesti, Program. ad. h?]. in 
Opuse. Theol. p. 483. seq. 

Note.—It was intended to teach men by this 
event, to regard Christ, even in his human na- 
ture, as henceforth standing in the closest con- 
nexion with God—as in the possession and 
enjoyment of supreme felicity and power, and 
as the Ruler and Lord, whose agency and influ- 
ence were unlimited. The description of God, 
as dwelling in heaven, suggests the idea of his 
supremacy over all the inhabitants and events 
of the world, his controlling providence, bound- 
less reign, and perfect enjoyment. Morus, p. 
177, not. extr. 
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SECTION XCVIII. 


WHEREIN THE HEAVENLY GLORY OR MAJESTY 
OF CHRIST, AS A MAN, CONSISTS; AND THE 
SCRIPTURAL IDEA OF THE KINGDOM AND DO- 
MINION OF CHRIST. 


L. Scriptural designation of the Glory of Christ. 


Te imperfection and inferiority which Christ 
had voluntarily assumed during his life upon 
earth ceased immediately on his ascension. He 
now became, even as a man, immortal and 
blessed; Rom. vi. 9, 10; Heb. vii. 16, 25. 
Even in his human nature he was raised by God 
to a very illustrious dignity; John, XVil. 5, 
(S0&a, dazadnva,) Acts, ii. 33—36; Eph. i. 20, 
seq.; Col. i.17. "Ovoua txép may dvoua, Phil. 
ii. 9,10. He is entitled to honour from every 
being, even from the higher intelligences, Heb. 
i. 6; Phil. ii. 9, 10; since he is henceforth 
raised in glory and majesty above all, 1 Pet. iii. 
22. Hence a kingdom is ascribed to him, over 
which he reigns inheaven. He is called Aing, 
and divinely appointed Lord ; 6 Kupuos, Acts, ii. 
36 ; and Kuptos S087, especially by Paul, 1 Cor. 
ii. 8, (i.’e., the glorious, adorable Lord, 1239 W205 
Ps. xxiv. 7, 8.) In Heb. i. 9, Paul applies 
to Christ the passage, Ps. lxv. 8, **God hath 
anointed thee with the oil of joy above thy fel- 
lows”’—i. e., God honours thee more, and gives 
thee more privileges, than all the partners of thy 
dignity—the other kings, or sons of God. 

Note.—YVarious other appellations are applied 
in the New Testament to Christ, descriptive 
partly of his supremacy, and partly of his care 
for the church as its head. Among these are 
the following—viz., Kepaay, the Christian 
church being often compared with « body, Eph. 
i, 22,23; v. 233 dyno, marttus, 2 Cor. xi. 2; 
and vyupios, John, iii. 29. Also the appellation 
of a shepherd, and the comparisons taken from 
it, John, x. 12. So Christ is-ealled by Paul, 
nouwéva Toy wéyav, Heb. xiii. 20, and apyemonuny, 
I Pet. v.4. This is a very honourable appella- 
tion, since kings were called shepherds by the He- 
brews, Ps. Ixxx. 2, seq., like the mowméves racy 
of Homer. We must understand, however, by 
this appellation, a pastoral prince, such perhaps 
as Abraham was, and the orientalists frequently 
were; the proprietor and owner of the herds, 


who had servants in his employment as under 
shepherds. 


IT. The Nature and Extent of the Kingdom of 
Christ, the Administration of his Reign which 
he carries on from Heaven. 


Cf. Nesselt, Diss. « de Christo homine reg- 
nante,”’ Opuse. tom. ii.; Halle, 1773; and the 
programm, ‘* De Christo ad dextram Dei se- 
dente,’ p. 10, seq.; Halle, 1787. There are 
some good remarks, together with many very 
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unfounded ones, in Dr. Eckermann’s Essay, 
Ueber die Begriffe vom Reiche und der Wieder- 
kunft Christi, in his Theologischen Beytragen, 
b. ii. st. 1; Altona, 1891, 8vo. Morus treat 
this subject admirably, p. 178, seq. 

(1) The terms which signify rule are some- 
times used figuratively, and denote, a joyful 
situation, happy, and honourable in an wneom- 
mon degree—freedom, independence, autherity 5 
in short, every kind of distinguished happiness 
and welfare. Thus the stoic paradox; **omnem 
sapientem regnare, Sive esse regem ;°? and Cicero: 
“olim cum regnare existimabamur.” In this 
sense, Christians are called Aings, 1 Pet. il. 9; 
Rev. i. 6. They are said ovpBacrreve rE 
Xpworq, to share with Christ the royal privileges, 
2 Tim. ii. 12. In the parallel passage, Rom. 
viii. 17, they are said ovvdofassyrvar. They are 
said, also, xANPOVOMELY Baccarzcav, Matt. xxv. 345 
and Bactretew év Son, Rom. v. 17. According- 
ly, when Christ is said ¢o reign, his life in hea- 
ven may be intended. But this phrase applied 
to him is not confined to this meaning; it sig- 
nifies something far more great and elevated 
than all this, as will appear from the following 
remarks. 

(2) The kingdom of Christ, according to the 
doctrine of the New Testament, is of very wide 
extent. 

A. It extends over everything in all the uni- 
verse. ‘¢ All power in heaven and on earth is 
given to me,”’ Matt. xxviil. 18. ‘O xar7jp narra 
Sédaxev els xetpas adrov, x. tT. A., John, xiii. 3. 
God exalted him, even as a man, above every- 
thing which is great and powerful in the mate- 
rial and spiritual world, in order that he might 
rule over them; and subjected to him even the 
different orders and classes of good and bad 
spirits. Christ reigns over them.as Lord, Phil. 
ii. 9—11; Eph. i. 20, 21; Col. i. 15—17; 
Heb. i. 4—14; 1 Pet. iii. 22. The ground 
and object of such an extensive rule is this:— 
There are many things both in the material and 
spiritual world which operate to the advantage 
or disadvantage of men. Now, if men are to 
be peculiarly the subjects over whom Christ is 
to reign as king; if to promote their welfare 
and to shield them from all harm; if to punish 
his own enemies and the enemies of his king- 
dom, and to bless and reward his followers, are 
to be his peculiar concern ;—he must be able to 
control all these other objects. For, 

B. The reign or government of Jesus, as 
Christ or Messiah, has a principal respect to the 
human race. He exerts his authority on account 
of men, and for their advantage. This kingdom 
is twofold,—viz., 

(a) Regnum sensw latiort. Since the time 
when Christ was received into heaven, (Eph. 
1, 20,) he has reigned over all men, whethex 
they know and honour him or not—i. e., he pro- 
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vides for them all that spiritual welfare and true 
happiness of which they are capable. He re- 
ceived from the Father right and power over the 
human race, John, xvii. 2; Matt. xxviii. 18; 
Eph.is 0; 2 Pet. ii. 1. 

(b) Regnum sensu strictiort sive angustiort, ex- 
tends over his worshippers, who know and love 
him; over the whole society (éxxanova, np) of 
those who are united, not by external power and 
compulsion, but by the power of truth and by 
instruction. This community is therefore called, 
in the discourses of Jesus, Bacvacia @eov sive 
ovpavov, Eph. vy. 5; Col. i. 13. Over this com- 
munity he exercises the most special watch- 
fulness and care. Its members, when faithful- 
ly devoted and obedient to him, are his xpoBara 
idea. The foundation was laid and the begin- 
ning made in this community during the life of 
Christ on earth. From the time of John it suf- 
fered violence, Matt. xi. 12. But the beginning 
was small, and, in comparison with what after- 
wards took place, unobserved by the great mul- 
titude; otx %pyerou wera nmaparypyoews, Luke, 
Zvii. 20. This kingdom was not extended and 
widened till after the ascension. 

(3) The manner in which Christ governs or 
rules his kingdom. He reigns as owrzp, Eph. 
¥. 23—29. 

A. Wow, during the continuance of the pre- 
sent state of the world, 

(a) By instruction in the truth, John, xviii. 
37. At his departure from the world he com- 
mitted this instruction to his disciples, and espe- 
cially to his apostles as his ambassadors, that 
they might communicate it everywhere, without 
regard to nation or kindred, Matt. xxviii. 18 —20. 
It was to be more extensively diffused and 
widely propagated by means of other teachers, 
appointed by the apostles under the guidance 
and authority of Christ, Eph. iv. 11, 15, 16. 
Accordingly, in the passages mentioned, Paul 
derives the qualifications and the ministry (ya- 
pts, xapcouara) of teachers from Christ himself, 
as Christ also himself does, John, x. 1, seq. 

(6) By that support, help, and assistance 
which he imparts to his church, his special con- 
cern in its extension, and the frustration of the 
designs of its enemies, Matt. xxviii. 20; 1 Cor. 
xv. 25, 26; 1 John, iv. 4; v. 4, 5. 

Note.—All the hindrances which stand in the 
way of the extension of Christianity, and the 
success of the designs of Christ to promote hu- 
man happiness, are frequently called éySpou 
Xpeorov. This term is borrowed from Psalm 
cx.2. Morus has enumerated these hindrances, 
as presented in the scriptures, p. 180, seq., 8. 6. 
Christ has already removed these hindrances 
in a measure; he is constantly diminishing 
them, and at the end of the present dispensation 
will have entirely surmounted them. Ps. cx. 
1,2; 1 Cor. xv. 25. Morus, p. 181, seq., 8. 7 
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B. Jn future, when the present state of the 
world shall cease, (at which time the greatest 
revolutions will take place in the whole uni- 
verse, 2 Pet. ili. 7, 10—13.) Then, and not be- 
fore, will Christ exhibit himself in all his glory, 


‘as Lord of the human race. Paul says, express- 


ly, that all the glory of Christ is not now dis- 
played, Heb. ii. 8; Col. iii. 3,4; for all have 
not yet acknowledged him as Lord, and his ene- 
mies have still power to harm. But then his 
glory will become visible, 1 Cor. xy. 26, 27; 
Heb. x. 13. Christ will solemnly and visibly 
reappear on the earth, Acts, i. 11; 1 Thess. iv. 
16; 2 Pet. iii, 10, 13; Heb. ix. 28; Col. iii, 4. 
He will raise the dead, John, v. 21—23; Mat- 
thew, xxy. He will sit in judgment upon the 
dead and the living, 1 Cor. xv. 26,27; Rom. 
xiv. 10; Phil. ii. 10; and will allot rewards 
and punishments, John, v. 21—23, 27, seq.3 
Matt. xxv.; Acts, xvii. 31. According to the 
doctrine of the universality of Christ’s kingdom, 
he will judge, not Christians only, but all men. 
Cf. the passages above cited, and Acts, xvii. 
31; Romans, ii. 6, 7. But the ‘ime of this judg- 
ment is unknown, and was so even to the apos- 
tles, 1 Thess. v. 1, seq. coll. 2 Thess. ii. 3. 
Many of the early Christians, however, appear 
to have supposed that it was near at hand, and 
was connected with the destruction of Jerusa- 
Jem and the temple, which was also called za- 
povova Xpuorov. For the Jews believed that the 
temple would stand until the end of the world, 
Psalm Ixxviii. 69. But the apostles never: 
adopted or favoured this opinion. Vide Thess. 
ut supra. 

(4) Some further. observations on the nature 
and continuance of the government which Christ 
as a man administers in heaven. 

(a) The government of Christ is described by 
himself and his apostles as being, not external 
and temporal, but spiritual, conducted principal- 
ly by means of his religion, by the preaching of 
the gospel, and the power which attends it; 
danSe(a, John, xviii. 37; or pyware, Eph. v. 26. 
Vide No. 3. This fact excludes and refutes the 
objection, that Christ designed to establish an 
earthly kingdom, s. 89; and it frustrates the 
hopes of the Chiliasts, who, agreeably to Jew- 
ish prejudices, are expecting such a kingdom 
yet to come. 

(b) This government which Jesus adminis- 
ters, aS a man, is not natural to him, or one 
which he attains by birth, but: acquired. He 
received it from his Father as a reward for his 
sufferings, and for his faithful performance of 
the whole work and discharge of all the offices 
entrusted to him by God for the good of men. 
‘Exaploaro ava dvoua, and 66 avror taept- 
Joos, Phil. ii. 9. «¢ We see Jesus, after he had 
endured death, crowned with glory and honour,” 
&c., Hebrews, ii. 9, 10. The Father is dee 
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scribed as imsrakas XpiorG nasa, 1 Cor. xv. 
24, 27; Acts, ii. 31—36 ; the discourses of Jesus 
in John, xvii. 5; Matt. xi. 27, seq.; xxviii. 185 
also many of the texts which speak of his s¢t- 
ting at the right hand of God, s.99. Paul, in 
his epistle to the Hebrews, frequently makes 
use, in relation to this subject, of the word 
reaswoSqver, which is applied literally to the 
reward of victors. He explains the idea in a 
very intelligible manner, Heb. v. 8. Christ 
learned by his sufferings to obey God and do 
his will; and he who knows how to obey so 
well is also qualified to govern well. Vide 
Morus, p. 184, s. 9, for other texts and com- 
ments. This kingdom is therefore called, at one 
time, the kingdom of God, from its founder; at 
another time, the kingdom of Christ, who ac- 
complished the plan of God; and still again, 
the kingdom of God and of Christ, because God 
and Christ were united in its establishment. 

(c) The Israelites imagined, according to the 
instruction of the prophets, that the kingdom of 
the Messiah would be an everlasting kingdom 
(aidyeos, perpetuus, continuing as long as the 
world should endure. Thus it is always repre- 
sented in the New Testament. ‘He will reign 
over the house of Jacob evs tovs aidvas, xat 775 
Bucrrscas avtod ovx toras tédos,’’ Luke, i. 33. 
The text, Ps. xlv. 7, 6 Spovos cov els roy aiava 
tov aiwyos, is explained in the same way, Heb. 
i. 8. Christ himself says expressly, Matt. xvi. 
18, wince dou od xaricxvoovor 775 Exxdyolas—l. e., 
the society established by him should not de- 
cline and perish, like so many others, but al- 
waysendure. He said, with great explicitness, 
Matt. xxviii. 20, that his assistance and special 
eare should extend to his followers gws 77s ovy- 
ehevas Tov aidvos. His friends should enjoy 
his constant presence, support, and assistance, 
in every condition of life, until the end of the 
world that now is. 

(d) From what has been said, it appears that 
the government which Christ as a man admi- 
nisters in heaven will continue only while the 
present constitution of the world lasts. At the 
end of the world, when the heavenly state com- 
mences, the government which Christ adminis- 
ters as a man will cease; so far, at least, as it 
aims to promote the holiness and happiness of 
men, since those of our race who labour for this 
end will then have attained the goal, and will 
be actually blessed. So Paul says expressly, 
l Cor. Xv. 24—28, in entire accordance with the 
universal doctrine of the New Testameut te- 
specting the kingdom of Christ as man. He is 
speaking of the kingdom of Jesus, or of his of- 
fice as Messiah, and refers to Ps. ex. 1, «Sit 
on my right hand, wntil I subject to thee all 
thine enemies.” The phrase, to sit on the 
right hand of the Father, he explains by Bact- 
nevew, and comprehends under this term all the 


offices of the Messiah and the institutions 
which he has established for the good of men-— 
i. e., for their holiness and eternal blessed 
ness. These offices (his kingdom) will cease at 
the end of the world, when all the opposers of 
the advancement of his kingdom upon earth. 
and even Death, the last enemy of his followers, 
will be subdued, and when his friends will be 
introduced by himself into that eternal blessed- 
ness to which itis his aim to exalt them. ‘Then 
will his great plan for the happiness of men be 
completed, and the end of his office as Messiah 
will be attained. Thenceforward the Father 
will no more make use, as before, of the inter- 
vention of the Messiah to govern and bless men}; 
for now they will be actually blessed. Christ 
then will lay down his former charge, and give 
it over to the Father, who had entrusted him 
with it. For we cannot expect that the preach- 
ing of the gospel will be continued in heaven, 
and that the other institutions of the Christian 
church, which relate only to the present life, 
will be found there in the same way as they ex- 
ist here upon the earth. In the abodes of the 
blessed, the Father will himself reign over his 
saints with an immediate government, and in a 
manner different from the rule which he causes 
to be exercised over them through Christ, his 
ambassador, while they continue upon the earth. 
Vide Scripta varii argumenti, p. 60, seq., ed. il. 
The glory and majesty of Christ will remain. 
however, unaltered; and he will still far excel 
his friends and brethren, who enjoy a happiness 
similar to his own. He will still be henoured 
and loved by them as their Lord, and as the au- 
thor of their salvation, John, xvii, 24; Rom 

Vill. 175; 2. Tim. ity 12: 


SECTION XCIX. 


REMARKS ON THE FORM AND SENSE OF THE SCRIP 
TURAL REPRESENTATION RESPECTING THE KING 
DOM OF GOD AND OF CHRIST; AND ON THE SIG 
NIFICATION OF THE PHRASE, ‘*TO SIT ON THE 
RIGHT HAND OF GOD,”’ AS APPLIED TO CHRIST. 


I. Origin and Design ef the Formulz respecting 
the Kingdom of Christ. 


(1) We must begin with the principle, that 
many of the images, expressions, and phrases, 
which are applied to God and his government, 
are borrowed from those applied to earthly 
kings. Weregard God as possessing every- 
thing which is considered great, exalted, and 
pre-eminent among men, but in a far higher de- 
gree. With us everything is small and limit- 
ed, with him, great, comprehensive, and im- 
measurable. But now again, we reason retro- 
gressively from the Deity, and from heaven to 
earth, God, by his agency, is the cause of every- 
thing great and wonderful which takes place 
on the earth, ovdéy avev @cov. Even the govern. 
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ment of kings is of divine origin, and they are 
appointed by the Deity himself. 


Tiph (Acorpepéos Bactdjjos) 6? éx Atés éort, pudst dé & 
pntiera Zeds, 


Hom. Il. ii. 197. « Jupiter bestows upon kings 
their sceptre, and the right to reign over others,” 
v.205. See also Il. ix. 98, 99; and Callim. 
Hymn. in Jov. éx Avos Bactages, x. 7.2. They 
are accordingly the representatives and ambas- 
gadors of the gods, bear theirimage, govern and 
judge in their stead. Hence they are called 
gods, sons of God, Swoyevers, Scorpepers, Ozcot, 
GTUSs0l, X. Te Ae 

All these ideas and expressions were com- 
mon with the Israelitish nation, and were so- 
femnly sanctioned by their prophets under direct 
divine authority. The God Jenovan was their 
proper king, supreme over their state and na- 
tion. He governed them through the instru- 
mentality of human regents and deputed kings. 
Their constitution was theocratic,—to make use 
of a happy term, first applied to this subject by 
Josephus. Hence the Israelitish state and na- 
tion are called the possession, and the peculiar 
people of Jehovah, and also, the kingdom of Je- 


hovah; as Ex. xix. 6; Ps. exiv..2. In the same: 


way the later Jews applied the phrases, Aing- 
dom of God, or, of heaven, to the Jewish state 
and church, and to the whole religion and ritual 
of the Israelites. When a proselyte was re- 
ceived by them, he was said to be admitted 
into the kingdom of God, or, of heaven. Vide 
Schdttgen, De regno celorum (Hor. Heb. T. I. 
extr.) ; and Wetstein on Matt. xxi. 25, Note. 
On this account the Jews called themselves 
piovs Baccrevas, Matt. viii. 12; and Christ said, 
the kingdom of heaven (the rights of the peo- 
ple of God) should be taken from them, Matt. 
xxi. 43. 

(2) 'The Jews, according to the instruction of 
their prophets, conceived of the Messiah as a 
ruler and religious reformer, like Moses and the 
pious kings of antiquity, only far greater, more 
exalted and perfect than they, (vides. 89 ;) and 
so they spake of the efernal king, and the eternal 
kingdom of David, 2 Sam. vii.; Psalm ]xxxix. 
They therefore called the happy condition of the 
church and state under the reign of the Messiah, 
and the subjects of his government, by way of 
eminence, Bactacdo, @eov oF otpovar. They be- 
lieved that they exclusively. should enjoy this 
kingdom, and, together with the Messiah, should 
reign over all nations. After the Babylonian 
exile, this appellation, applied in this sense to 
the kingdom of the Messiah peculiarly, became 
very common, and was probably taken from 
Dan. vii. 13, 14. It must have been common 
in Palestine at the time of Christ, but it occurs 
very rarely in the later Rabbinical writings. 

(3) Jesus and his apostles did not, then, tnvent 
45 
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these words and phrases; they only preserved 
the terms which they found already existing, and 
gave them a meaning more just and pure than the 
common one. This they did, however, with 
wise caution and forbearance. Christ admitted 
the expectations of the Jews of freedom in the 
kingdom of the Messiah, Sut he shewed that this 
freedom was not civil libe.zy, but freedom from 
the power of stn, John, viii. 32 ; Luke, xvii. 20. 
He confirmed the opinion of the Jews, that the 
sacred writings testified concerning the Messiah, 
and he agreed with the Jews as to the very pas- 
sages containing this testimony, but he taught 
them the more just and spiritual interpretation 
of these passages. Vide s. 90, III. By re- 
ceiving the kingdom of God, he means, believing 
in Jesus Christ, submitting to his guidance and 
obeying his precepts, and thus obtaining the 
right of enjoying the divine favours promised 
through the Messiah, John, iii.; Mark, x. 15. 
The same is meant by betng received into the 
kingdom of God, Col. i. 13; Ephes. v. 5. It 
was for this object that John the Baptist had 
before laboured, although he was ignorant on 
many points belonging to the new dispensation ; 
the essentials, however, he understood, and his 
theme was, ‘ Repent, for the kingdom of God 
is at hand.”’ He knew Christ to be the « Lamb 
of God, which taketh away the sins of the 
world ;” and described the Messiah as the oam- 
bassador of God, a teacher and expiator, John, 
i. 29; iii. 27, 32, 34. 

(4) These attempts of Jesus and his apostles 
were very much facilitated by the fact that the 
terms kingdom of God and kingdom of heaven 
were used figuratively even by the Jews. They 
frequently gave these phrases a moral and spiri- 
tual sense, denoting and comprehending all the 
divine appointments for the spiritual welfare of 
men, for their happiness in this and the future 
life ; everything, in short, which serves to pro- 
mote the progressive holiness and proportionate 
happiness of man in this life, and the life to 
come, which is his true destination. Hence 
they conceived of a twofold kingdom or state of 
God ; one upon the carth, of which the dispensa- 
tion under the Messiah constitutes the brightest 
and greatest epoch, the other in heaven. The 
pious worshippers of God are translated from the 
former to the latter. Here they live as strangers 
in a land of pilgrimage, there they are at home, 
in their native land. So they called the latter 
place the Father’s house, the upper church, the 
heavenly or new Jerusalem. And so, compre- 
hensively, the entire sum of happiness after 
death and in the future world was called the 
kingdom of God. 

Now Jesus and the apostles frequently use 
the phrase Baovrria, @cov or ovpardy, in this 
sense; and still more frequently do they con- 
nect the two senses together. One who is a 
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member of the kingdom of the Messiah upon 
the earth, and obey his precepts, has a title to 
citizenship in the kingdom of God which is in 
heaven (in the city of God, in the new Jerusa- 
lem), Phil. iii, 20, 21, coll. Matt. xxv. 34; 
James, ii. 5; 1 Cor. xv. 50; 2 Thess.i. 5; 2 
Tim, iv. 18; 2 Pet.i.11. The remark made 
respecting Bacvrevew ov Xpror@, x. t+ A+» be- 
longs in this connexion. Vide s. 98, II. 1. 

(7) From what has been said, it appears that 
images derived from a king and his subjects, 
and their mutual relations, are more proper and 
suitable than any other to represent and de- 
scribe the duties, benefits, and privileges of the 
worshippers of God, and especially of the true 
followers of the Messiah. But the Jews, who 
had little taste for what is spiritual, were con- 
tent with the mere image, and so forgot the 
thing itself which the image was designed to 
indicate. They imagined a king reigning visibly 
upon the earth. 

Jesus and his apostles preserved these same 
images, but shewed in what way they ought to be 
understood and applied. They shewed that the 
Messiah, after his ascension, did not visibly and 
bodily reign on the earth, but that henceforward 
he reigned in heaven; and there, invisible to 
mortal eyes, would rule the inhabitants of hea- 
ven and earth (the latter by his religion and vi- 
sible support) until the end of the world. They 
shewed, moreover, that this invisible and hea- 
venly government was of far wider extent than 
the earthly government expected by the Jews, 
and would embrace not one nation only, but all 
nations without distinction; because the king- 
dom of morality, of truth, and happiness, is a 
kingdom for all, such being the destination of 
all, and God, as a father, being solicitous for the 
happiness of al/ his children, John, x. 16; 
Gwaxeparauscacsar Ta navta év Xprorg@, Eph. i. 
10, also manpovy wavra, (comprehendere impe- 
rio,) Ephes. i. 23, ili. 19; Col. i. 18. They 
taught that the whole visible disclosure of the 
majesty of Christ, and his return to the earth, 
would not take place before the end of the pre- 
sent constitution of the world. Thus they pre- 
served the ancient expressions and phrases 
Tespecting the Messiah and his royal office, 
which had been common among the Israelites, 
but so defined and modified the meaning of them, 
as to give them an entirely different aspect—a 
different and far more elevated sense than was 
common—a sense, too, which entirely agreed 
with the real meaning of the Old-Testament 
predictions. 

Kings are the sons of God ; and the most illus- 
rious kings are the first-born. And so the Mes- 
siah; but he, in a far higher sense than all 
earthly kings, is Tios Ocod, mpardeoxos, po- 
voyer7s, John, i.; Heb. i. 6; Romans, viii. 29; 
Mol. i 15, coll. ver. 18. The sons of kings, 
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especially the first-born, are the heirs and pos 
sessors of the kingdom; and, among the Israel. 
ites, themselves ruled as representatives ané 
deputies of the father over particular provinces 
of his kingdom. Vide Anmerkung zu Ps. xlv. 
17., So, too, the Messiah rules over the most 
important parts of the paternal or divine king- 
dom. Hence he is called xazpovouos, Lord, 
possessor of the kingdom, Heb. i. 2. Kings de- 
cree justice and hold judgment in the name of 
God, as his ambassadors and deputies, Psalm 
Ixxii. 1. So, too, the Messiah; but he will 
hold judgment over the living and the dead, in 
the name of the Father, at the end of the world. 
In the same way, the other forms and expres- 
sions may be easily solved. : 
(6) This kind of representation and mode of 
instruction is in a high degree intelligible atall 
times; it possesses internal truth and reality. 
But it was particularly adapted to all the con- 
ceptions of the Jews, and even of the heathen 
at that age. It conveyed to them, when it was 
properly understood, the most exalted and proper 
ideas respecting God, and his designs in the 
establishment of the Christian institute and 
church. At the time of Christ and the apostles, 
the belief universally prevailed among the Jews, 
and indeed appears to have been entertained 
even by the prophets, that God governed the 
world by means of angels, as the servants and 
instruments of his providence. Vide s. 58, 60. 
The belief, too, of many subordinate deities, 
through whose instrumentality the supreme 
God governed the world, prevailed among hea- 
then nations. Cf. 1 Cor. viii. 5, 6. The apos- 
tles, therefore, shewed that God had now en- 
trusted the government of the world and the 
care of our spiritual welfare directly to the man 
Christ ; and that these ministers of Divine pro- 
vidence, as well as all the other instruments 
which it employed, were now subjected to him, 
that all might trust in him alone, as the author 
of salvation. Vide 1 Cor. ut supra. And so 
Paul, Heb. i., ii., proves that Christ is far ex- 
alted above all the servants and ministers of 
God (angels), who are now indeed made sub- 
ject and obedient to him. This reference of the 
apostolical doctrine is very clear from Hebrews, 
li. 5, obx dyyérous inérake env oixovusygy THY MEAR 
rovoay, (i. e., the times of the New Testament, ) 
but to Christ only, although he lived in humi- 
liation upon the earth, (vide the verse follow- 
ing,) which was always revolting to the Jews. 
Note.—To say the whole briefly: the phrase 
kingdom of God, or, of Christ, in the sense in 
which John the Baptist, Jesus, and his apostles, 
understood it, signifies, ‘he whole work of Christ 
for the good of men, and everything which is ef- 
fected by this work. Hence the phrase denotes 
(a) all the benefits, rights, privileges, and 
rewards which his followers receive in this and 
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the future life; comprising the doctrine re- 
specting Christ, forgiveness of sin, and all the 
blessedness which we owe to him; and some- 
times comprising, too, the followers of Christ 
themselves (ezves), who enjoy these blessings ; 
(4) all the duties and the worship which we 
owe to God and Christ; and so the conditions 
on which we obtain the blessings above enume- 
tated. ‘Thus are the comprehensive phrases, fo 
enter into the kingdom of God, to see it, &c., to 
be understood. Vide especially Morus, p. 184, 
185, n. 3. Cf. Storr, « De notione regni ceeles- 
tisin N. T.”” Opusc. Acad. t. i. n. v. 


I. Signification of the phrase, « to sit on the right 
hand of God,” as applied to Christ.* 


(1) The phraseis borrowed from Psalm cx. 
1, which the Jewish teachers at the time of 
Christ must have considered to be a Messianic 
psalm, as appears from Matt. xxii. 44, seq. 
{Vide, for the explanation of this psalm, the 
note to the author’s German translation, 3rd 
ed.] The origin of this expression, too, is to 
be sought in a comparison of God with earthly 
kings. We conceive of kings, rulers, judges, 
as sitting on thrones, when they exercise rule, 
pronounce judgment, or display all their splen- 
dour and majesty. Hence the verba sedendi (as 
av) signify also ¢o rule, fo reign. God has his 
throne in the heavens, and there Christ, after 
his ascension, seated himself with God; 1 
Peter, iii. 22; Ephes. i. 20; Heb. i.13. Now 
for any one to be appointed a place witha king, 
to be seated with him, or at his right hand, is 
frequently— 

(a) A mere external mark of honour, shew- 
ng that such a person is highly respected, es- 
feemed, and loved by the king. So 1 Kings, ii. 
19, seq.; 1 Sam. xx. 25; 1 Mace. x. 62—65. 
Standing at the right hand is the same thing, 
V’salm xiv. 10. The Grecian and Roman writers 
furnish abundant examples of the same usage. 
But it denotes— 

(6) Participation in the government and asso- 
erated rule, though not full equality in rank and 
dignity. Sitting with the king is plainly used 
in this sense, Matt. xx. 21, and frequently in 
Grecian and Roman writers, and in Grecian 
mythology. Minerva is represented by Homer 
as sitting beside Jupiter, and by Pindar as sit- 
ting at his right hand, and as giving charges 
and commands. Apollo is represented by Cal- 
limachus as sitting at the right hand of Jupiter, 
and as rewarding singers and poets. In all 
these cases, participation in the government and 
associated rule are indicated, though not full 
squality. 


* Vide the Programm cited in the preceding Sec- 
tions, in which the various explanations which have 
been given to this phrase are enumerated and exa- 
mined. Cf Morus, p. 185, n. 6. 


(2) Now when this phrase is applied to 
Christ, we easily see from this analogy what it 
must mean, and how it must have been under- 
stood by ancient readers and hearers. The 
phrase is never applied to Christ except when 
his humanity is spoken of, or when he is men- 
tioned as Messiah, as @ravSpartos. It is not 
spoken of his divine character, though Michaelis 
so explains it, referring it to the seat of God 
upon the ark of the covenant. The language, 
“Christ left Ais seat at the right hand of the 
Father in order to become man,”’ was first used 
by the fathers who lived after the fourth century. 
Such language never occurs in the New Testa- 
ment, Stdting at the right hand of God is always 
there represented as the reward which the Mes- 
siah obtained from’ God, after his death and as- 
cension, for the faithful accomplishment, when 
upon earth, of all his work for the salvation of 
man. It is the promised reward (ceretwors, Boar 
Bevov,) which the victor receives after a long con- 
test. Vide Acts, ii. 31—36; Heb. xii.2. Hence 
the Father is said to have placed Jesus at his right 
hand, Ephes. i. 20. This phrase, therefore, 
beyond doubt, implies everything which belongs 
to the glory of Christ considered as a man, 
and to the dominion over the entire universe, 
over the human race, and especially over the 
church and its members, which belongs to him 
as a king. Vide s. 98. This is the reward 
which he receives from the Father; he takes 
this place, as a man, for the first time, imme- 
diately after his ascension to heaven, 1 Peter, 
lil, 22; Mark, xvi. 19; Acts, 11. 32, seq. &c. 
With this his reion in heaven commences. 
Paul himself explains the phrase by Baotrctew, 
1 Cor. xv. 25, and opposes 2evroupyecy (which 
is applied to angels, vide Heb. i. 3, 4) to xaSiCew 
ix be&cav @cov, Heb. i. 13,14. One of the most 
decisive texts is Ephes. i, 20—22, «+ God raised 
him from the dead, and set him at his own right 
hand,” ver. 20. The exaltation and dominion 
of Jesus, which extends over everything in all 
the universe, is described ver. 21; and finally 
his reign over the church is particularly men- 
tioned, xat abroy Waxes xeparny end navta (su- 
preme ruler) 77 éxxaqota, ver. 22. Cf. 1 Pet. 
ili. 22. 


CHAPTER IIL 


ON THE DOCTRINE OF THE PERSON OF CHRIST. 


—es 


‘SECTION C. 


OF THE HIGHER NATURE IN CHRIST, AND HOW IT 
IS PROVED. 


We have before shewn (s. 93) that Christ was 
a true man, both as to soul and body; but have 


356 CHRISTIAN 
now to shew that, according to the representa- 
tion of the New Testament, he was not a mere 
man, but that he possessed at the same time 
such exalted perfections as cannot be ascribed 
to any, mere man, or, indeed, to any created be- 
ing; or, to speak in the language of the schools, 
that he possessed a divine nature. Caution is 
necessary in the selection of the texts by which 
this doctrine is proved. 

(1) This doctrine cannot be proved, 

(a) By every text in which Christ is called 
ios @cov, for this is frequently a name by which 
his work and office, and not his nature, are de- 
noted. There are passages, however, in which 
Tid; Ocov and povoyerns clearly indicate the 
higher nature of Christ. Vide s. 73, 6,5. Such 
texts only must be chosen as are determined by 
the context and predicates to have this reference 
—e. g., John, v. 10; and the appellation, povo- 
yevns, John, i.; also the texts in which Christ 
calls God his Futher, in a sense in which this 
name is never used by any created being; those, 
too, in which he ascribes attributes to himself, 
as Son, which never were or could be predicated 
of a mortal or created spirit; the texts, e. g., in 
which he says that he works in common with 
his Father. It deserves, however, to be re- 
marked, that many theologians ever since the 
earliest ages have considered the appellation 
Son of God, as denoting simply the divine nature 
of Christ. These remarks apply equally to the 
appellation Adyos, in ztse/f considered. 

(6) By those expressions, when taken by 
themselves, which ascribe to Christ resemblance 
to God in some high degree—e. g., eixdv @zov 
doparov, Col. i. 15, and dravyacua dofys and 
yapaxtnp vrtocracews avrov, Heb. i.3. *Anai- 
yaoua d05n5 signifies the radiance of the divine 
splendour or majesty; yapaxtyp dooracews 
aitov—a wisible image (imago expressa) of the 
divine substanee. ‘The sense, then, of these re- 
presentations is this, ««The Son is he through 
whom God hath clearly revealed, or visibly 
made known himself to men.’”? So Paul him- 
self explains it, 2 Cor. iv. 4, As God, at the 
creation, gave light to the obscure earth, so 
Christ by his religion gave light to men, and 
led them to a clear knowledge of God.” Vide 
John, i. 14, coll, ver. 18. But other expressions 
in the passages just cited, clearly ascribing di- 
vine attributes to Christ, are proof of this doc- 
trine, as may be seen below. 

(c) Nor is this doctrine proved by those pas- 
sages which treat of Christ’s state of exaltation, 
and of the eminent privileges which were con- 
ferred upon him as aman, when he entered upon 
that condition—e. g., a large portion of the pas- 
sages, Phil. ii., and Heb. i. 6, seq., which are 
often improperly adduced as proof-texts of his 
divine nature. 

One great evil of an incautious selection of 
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proof-texts is this, that when one particular pas- 
sage is found not to prove the point for which 
it was adduced, the conclusion is readily made 
that the whole doctrine is incapable of scriptural 
support. 

(2) This doctrine may be proved, 

(a) By the texts in which Christ is described 
as far exalted over all the creatures of God, over 
men, angels, and everything in the universe 
besides God himself, and indeed as the creator 
and preserver of all things. Such texts are Col. 
i. 15, 16, and others already explained, s. 33. 
The proof in point is not derived so much from 
the term, eixdv @cov, as from what is there pre- 
dicated of Christ. Ipwroroxos ndons xricews, 
does not mean, the greatest or first of all crea- 
tures; for we find immediately after, that he 
himself ercated all things ; and we must there- 
fore conclude that he is not the first of all crea- 
tures, since he is himself the Creator. Mpwro- 
toxos must be rendered either Aing, ruler, Heb. 
i. G, and Rey. iii. 14, where we read dpy7 (i. e., 
dpywv) xticews Ocov; OF, he who existed prior to 
all creatures, in which sense the Jews called 
God primogentium mundi. 

(b) By the texts in which attributes are as- 
cribed to Christ which can be predicated of no 
mortal, and which are never ascribed to angels, 
or to the prophets, or other inspired teachers 
whom God has employed for the accomplish- 
ment of his purposes upon the earth. Such 
texts are found most frequently in John. Among 
them are those which contain the phrase so often 
occurring, ‘he descended from heaven,” John, 
ili. 31; vi. 31, seq., ver. 62. Vili. 235; xili. 3; 
xvi. 28. This phrase denotes superhuman, hea- 
venly, or, divine ertgin and nature; and is 
spoken of manna, John, vi. 313 and of wisdom, 
James, i. 17; cf. 1 Cor. xv. 47. This language 
is never used with respect to any mere prophet 
or inspired teacher. Even John, whose bap- 
tism was é odpavod (of divine origin), distin- 
guishes himself from Christ, who came from 
heaven, (John, iii. 31 ;) and speaking of Christ’s 
return to heaven, he says, ‘he returned thither 
omtov 4 70 xporepov, John, vi. 62, and xvii. The 
text is so clear, that Socinus and others, who 
denied the superhuman nature of Christ, invent- 
ed a rapture of Christ into the heavens, (raptum 
in ceelum;) or considered the text as referring 
to the pre-existence of the human soul; although 
not a trace of such an opinion appears in the 
Bile. 

Here it might indeed be objected, «that 
Christ is described as an exalted, heavenly spirit, 
but not as God ; he might still have been created.” 
So the Arians. The objection, however, is not 
valid ; because, in these passages and elsewhere, 
he is said to exist before any created things, 
(i. e., ab wterno,) John, i. 1, and xvii. Vide 
s. 37,in prin. Before the creation of the worlé 
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notning existed besides God; so that whatever 
had existence then was God himself, belonging 
to his being and his attributes. This isthe di- 
rect and incontrovertible conclusion of John in 
the passage cited. Indeed, Christ is distinctly 
affirmed to have enjoyed supreme divine glory 
in heaven. «Restore to me (by exaltation) the 
glory qv elyov mpd cov rdv xdopor elvac napa 
gov —i. e., in heaven, (referring to his divine 
nature,) John, xvii. 5. Such language is never 
ased in respect to any prophet, angel, or any 
ereated intelligence. Acga, in the last case, 
cannot refer to the office of Christ, or to his do- 
minton, for he had none ‘before the creation of 
the world.” Hence he is called by way of 
eminence, 6 Ytds @zod, (John, v. 103) 6 povo- 
yevys, (John, i. 143) because, among all who 
are elsewhere called the sons or children of God, 
he is alone in his kind, and bears this name in 
an exalted sense, in which no man, no angel, 
no created being, can appropriate it, John, v. 
Vide s. 37. 

Christ also frequently alludes in his dis- 
courses to his divine nature in another way— 
e. g., by the word ecu, John, vii. 29, 34, 36; 
‘before Abraham was, I am,’’ John, viii. 58. 
This is the very language in which the immu- 
table God speak of himself in the present time. 
So the Jews understood it; and regarded it as 
blasphemy for Christ to apply it to himself, and 
on this account began to stone him, ver. 59. 
Wor never had a prophet or any created being 
spoken thus of himself. 

Christ also frequently ascribed the miracles 
which he wrought fo himse/f. He professed 
that he worked, or acted, in common with God, 
John, v. 17; x. 31. This, again, was never 
said of any of the prophets. In the miracles of 
which they were the instruments, nothing, in- 
deed, was done by thein, but everything by God. 
Accordingly, the Jews affirmed that by this 
claim Christ made himself equal with God, ioov, 
@ca, John, v. 18; x. 31, seq. They perceived 
that he used the term /ilius Det in a sense in 
which no mere man could use it with respect 
to himself; and that he made himself equal with 
God, by ascribing to himself what can belong to 
God only. And Christ does not disapprove, 
but rather authorizes their conclusion, John, v. 
and x. 

There are many other expressions in the last 
discourses of Jesus to his disciples (John, xiii., 
seq.) which never are used in the Bible, and 
never can be used, in respect to any ¢reated be- 
ing: as John, xiv. 6—9; also ver. 13, 14, where 
Christ ascribes to himself the hearing of prayer, 
Rc. : 

These elasses of texts prove clearly against 
Photinus and the Socinians, that the writers of 
the New Testament did not understand Christ 
obea mere man, but that they supnesed him 
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to possess a higher nature, far exalted above that 
of men and angels. This the Arians concede. 
But they affirm that these texts are not sufficient 
to prove his equality with the Father. Even 
these texts, however, go far towards proving this 
point. But it is proved more directly, 

(c) From the third class of texts, which shew 
that Christ is represented by the writers of the 
New Testament as partaking of the divine na- 
ture as fully as the Father, and being as truly 
God (cos warpc) as the Father; and from texts 
in which he is called God. All the necessary 
considerations respecting these texts are found 
s. 37, 38. 


SECTION CI. 


OF THE CONNEXION BETWEEN THE DEITY AND 
HUMANITY OF CHRIST, ACCORDING TO WHAT 
THE BIBLE DIRECTLY TEACHES, AND THE CON- 
SEQUENCES WHICH MAY BE DEDUCED FROM ITS 
INSTRUCTIONS. 


I. What the Bible directly teaches respecting the 
Union of the two Natures in Christ. 


(1) Wuen we compare, without preposses- 
sion or prejudice, the various passages which 
treat of Christ, we clearly perceive that two 
parts, as it were, or two aspects, are distine 
guished in the same subject or person. This 
subject, called Chrrst, is considered as God, and 
as man ; divine and human attributes are equally 
ascribed to him in one and the same context; 
as in his own prayer, John, xvii. 5. It was for 
this reason that, even as early as the third cen- 
tury, the appellation @savSpaztos, or @£avSpos, WaS 
givenhim. Vides. 102. The clearest passages 
in point are found in John; especially i. 3, coll. 
ver. 18, which clearly teach, () that the same 
Aoyos, who created all things, and existed from 
eternity with the Father, as his Son and confi- 
dant—the same Aoyos (b) became man, (oap§ 
éyévero,) and lived among men. Hence the 
évoapxwovs of the fathers. The passage of Paul, 
Gal. iv. 4, agrees with the one last mentioned ; 
but, taken by itself, is not so clear. So the text, 
John, xvi. 28, ‘* He who came down from hea- 
ven, the same returns again to heaven.”’” The 
same person who, as man, lived among men, 
came down from heaven, and existed previously 
in heaven; John, ili. 133; vi. 62; xvii. 5; also, 
1 Tim. iii. 16; John, viii. 40, 57, 58; and chap. 
XIv. 

From these texts it follows, (a) that the 
Logos, who was from eternity with the Father, 
is the same person who afterwards appeared 
upon the earth under the name of Jesus Christ; 
(b) that this Logos became a real man, (oap§ 
éyévero,) or received a human nature, and not 
merely assumed an apyarent human form. 
Now, except we deviate arbitrarily from the 
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words of the Bible, we can explain these facts 
only on the supposition that in Christ deity and 
humanity are distinguished, and yet connected. 

(2) This connexion between the Son of God 
and the man Jesus commenced when Christ was 
conceived ; vide s. 93. For the supposition of 
the Gnostic sects, and of Cerinthus, that the 
higher nature was united with the man Jesus at 
some later period, as at his baptism, is wholly 
unscriptural. John plainly declares, i. 14, that 
the Adyos (the same to whom divine predicates 
had been ascribed, ver. 1) cdp§ éyévero. From 
this passage we are compelled to conclude that 
the divine nature connected itself with the hu- 
man, when the latter was conceived. ‘Theolo- 
gians illustrate this by the human soul, which 
in conception is united with the human body, 
and thenceforward animates and governs it. In 
the same way was the divine nature united with 
the human, thenceforward composing with it 
one person, Christ; as our soul and body united 
constitute one individual man, consisting of two 
very dissimilar natures. 

(3) Sap§ must here be taken, in its common 
scriptural sense, to denote not merely a man, but 
one infirm like others, only without sin. ‘The 
theologians of the earliest ages, even of the se- 
cond century, took occasion from this term to 
call Christ’s becoming man évoapxeous and évar- 
Spartyows, Lat. inearnatio. In after times they 
denominated the same event xpooay dus, assumtio, 
the assuming of human nature; since we must 
suppose that the superior nature condescended 
to the human and became united with it, and not 
the reverse. This mode of speech, although 
in itself unobjectionable, is not scriptural. For 
the phrase, omépwaros “ABpadm étrrauBaver ar, 
Heb. ii. 16, means, that he assisted, tool: care of 
the children of Abraham. How could ozépua 
"ABpaaw denote human nature? "EnvrzauBavecSav 
and dr7AauBarecSao tivos literally mean, fo take 
hold of any one, Acts, xxiii. 19; then, to assist, 
to take care of any one, Sir. iv. 12; Luke, i. 54. 


II. Conclusions from these Scriptural Statements ; 
and a more precise explanation of them. 

‘The connexion of deity and humanity in Christ 
was, 

(1) Not of such a nature as that either the 
deity or humanity was deprived of any essential 
and peculiar attributes, or in any essential re- 
spect changed. For, 

(a) The divine nature connot be supposed to 
have changed. Such a supposition would con- 
tradict our very first ideas respecting God, It is 
not therefore just and proper to say, aS some of 
the fathers did, The eternal Son or Gop (i. e., 
the Deity) nert heaven, surrenperEep or RE- 
NOUNCED his elory, and condescended to suffering, 
indigence, &c., on the earth. Such lancuace ‘is 
never used in the Bible; and the idea implied 
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by it is inconsistent with the divine glery. Bus 
for the Deity to unite itself with frail humanity 
is no more unsuitable, derogatory, or dishonour- 
able, than for God to give proofs of his glory ir 
the meanest of his works, to connect himself 
with them, and in and through them to exert his 
power and agency. 

(b) Nor could the human nature be altered in 
any essential respect by this its connexion with 
the divine; for Christ would then have ceased 
to bea true man. If one should say therefore 
that Christ as a man had, from the beginning of 
his existence, the possession and use of all divine 
attributes—that as a man he was almighty, om- 
niscient, omnipresent—and that, as many theolo- 
gians suppose, he merely forbore the exercise 
of these attributes as a man, he would thus, in 
reality, deify the human nature of Christ. Vide 
s. 92, III. 2. Besides, the passages of the 
Bible which speak of the zncrease of his know- 
ledge, Luke, ii. 52—of his not knowing, Mark, 
xiii. 32, &c., clearly teach the contrary. For 
these representations do not bear the explanation 
which some have given them, that he merely 
pretended that he did not know,) simulabat se 
nescire, as Augustine said,) that he pretended to 
increase in wisdom, &c. In short, those who 
form such hypotheses confess with the mouth 
the true humanity of Christ, while in fact they 
deny it, and allow to Christ only the veil of a 
human body and the external appearance of 
humanity. 

(2) The connexion of the two natures must 
rather be placed in the two following points— 
viz., (2) ina close and constant connexion of the 
deity of Christ with his humanity from the com- 
mencement of his existence ; (b) in a co-opera- 
tion of the two natures in action, where it was 
requisite and necessary, and as far as the nature 
and attributes of each admitted. The scriptural 
doctrine is this : *¢ the glory (8c) which Christ, 
in his superior nature, had with the Father from 
eternity (xpd xaraBoarys xdouov), was imparted 
to his human nature, and shared with it when 
he became man, so far as this human nature was 
susceptible of his glory; and was manifested 
whenever and wherever it was necessary upon 
earth,” John, xvii. 5, 22, 24; chap. xiv., coll. 
Phil. ii. 9—11, : 

By the following remarks something may be 
done to elucidate this subject, and to render it as 
intelligible as the limitation of our conceptions 
will permit. 

(a) The agency of God is not always exhibited 
with equal clearness in his creatures. His in- 
fluence at certain times and in certain circum- 
stances appears more strikingly and visibly than 
at others. The nature of God, however, remains 
unchanged, amidst all these changes of things 
which are extrinsic to himself. He is indeed 
equally connected and united with all nature, 3% 
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all times, and under all circumstances, from its 
first origin. In a similar way must we conceive 
of the relation of the divine to the human in 
Christ. In the state of humiliation, the divine in 
Christ supported his humanity, wherever and 
whenever there was any necessity for it; espe- 
cially whenever his Messianic offices required. 
The divine nature, however, did not impart to 
the human any attributes of which the latter, 
especially in its earthly state and condition, was 
incapable, or of which it did not stand in need. 
Nor did the divine nature in itself suffer any 
alteration by the fate of Jesus while he was upon 
earth, his sufferings, death, &c. But in the 
stale of exaltation the sphere of the agency of 
Jesus was infinitely ennobled and enlarged. 
There the influences and the effects of his divi- 
aity could appear more visibly. There, in hea- 
ven, he is far more susceptible of its co-opera- 
tion and support, in the government of the world 
and of the church, than in his humble life upon 
the earth, John, xvii. 5, 22,24. Christ, as a 
man, could not have been raised to such a de- 
gree of dignity and glory as to receive supreme 
dominion over the spiritual and material world, 
if his nature had not been so united with that 
of the Lord of the universe, that the boundless 
perfections of the latter became also the perfec- 
tions of his nature. The Bible always regards 
the subject in this point of view; as John, i., 
xvii.; Phil. ii. 9, seq.; Heb. i.; Ephes. i. 20, 
seq. 

(b) Writers who proceed with caution upon 
this subject describe the manner of the con- 
nexion of the divine and human natures in 
Christ rather negatively than positively. Many, 
nowever, endeavour to explain the subject by 
supposing a presenttam arcliorem, or a peculia- 
rem presentie gradum, and remark that a pre- 
sentia localis, or approximatio, cannot be under- 
stood. The subject has been frequently illus- 
trated, ever since the fifth century, by a compa- 
rison of the union between soul and body, and 
from this comparison the ideas and phraseology 
relative to this subject have been derived. Ac- 
cording to this comparison, the human nature 
of Christ was the instrument and organ of the 
divine nature, as the body is the organ of the 
human soul, with and through which it acts and 
operates upon things extrinsic to itself. The 
body could not act without the co-operation of 
the soul. The soul has a deep concern in every- 
thing which affects the body, and the reverse. 
And yet each of the two parts remains, as to its 
essential nature, unaltered. Vide Hrnesti, Progr. 
Divnitas et veritas incarnationis Opusc. Theol. 
p. 395, seq. : 

This comparison casts some light upon the 
subject, but is not entirely applicable, and must 
not be extended too far. In the union of soul 
and body, the question regards the state and ac- 
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tions of a spirit in a body. But in Christ, as a 
man, his deity does not act upon his body only, 
(as Apollinaris supposed,) but upon the human 
body and soul both ; and indeed upon the human 
body principally through the human soul. Here, 
then, the question regards the union and co-ope- 
ration of une spirit with another. 

But here we are destitute of clear conceptions 
and definite knowledge; as we know not even 
how the human soul acts upon the body, and is 
united with it. And here we see the reason at 
once, why this subject is so obscure to us in our 
present condition, and why we are so little able 
to explain the modus. When we hear of the pre- 
sence of a spirit, if we avoid considering it as ma- 
terial, we shall obtain only this definite idea, that 
the spirit is present with us and acts upon us by 
thought. So we are present in spirit with an 
absent person when we think of him. Further 
than this, we know nothing. Vides. 23, I. on 
the omnipresence of God. 

After these observations, we can form this 
general conclusion: that the deity-of Christ, as 
deity, is indeed everywhere present—i. e., acts 
in everything; but that it is present with the hu- 
manity of Jesus in a peculiar manner, in which 
it is not present with any other man, or any 
other created being—that is, that his divinity 
acts in and through his humanity, so far as the 
latter is susceptible of this co-operation, in such 
a way that this deity and humanity united in 
Christ must be considered as one person. This 
union is represented in a similar manner by 
Origen, Iepe "Apyay, ]. 2. This union or con- 
nexion of the humanity of Jesus with God is 
not limited and temporary, as in other spirits 
with whom God is connected, John, v. 26. 
That here there is something peculiar, which 
does not take place with respect to others, is 
shewn by the very peculiar expressions which 
are used in the Bible with respect to this union, 
and which are never used with respect to the 
union of God with his creatures in general. 

(c) These thoughts may afford us some con- 
ception of the union of the two natures; but they 
are very insufficient to render the subject entirely 
intelligible, or to explain the manner of this 
union in a satisfactory way. Morus gives the 
right view of this subject, p. 138,s. 10. The- 
ologians call it, mystertum inearnationis, and 
the more judicious fathers are unwilling to give 
any further distinctions respecting the modus 
(vo as) than the holy scriptures warrant. But 
nothing more can be determined with certainty 
from the New Testament than what has just 
been remarked. From the limitation of all hu- 
man conceptions we cannot believe that even 
the apostles or first Christians understood the 
subject better than we do. But they did not 
pretend to insist upon an explanation of things 
beyond the reach of their senses, and the sphere 
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of human knowledge and science. ‘They did not 
doubt or deny these things because they could 
not be satisfactorily explained. Cf. 1 Cor. ii., 
iii. Such was the fact, only after men adopted 
the oracular decisions of an arbitrary metaphy- 
sical philosophy, as pronounced first by the Pla- 
tonists, then by the Aristotelians, and in modern 
times by other philosophical schools. They now 
began to insist upon having everything demon- 
strated; by a natural consequence they refused 
to believe anything which could not be demon- 
strated ; and the direct consequence of this was 
scepticism. 
» The union of soul and body in one person is 
as inexplicable to philosophy as the union now 
under consideration. Indeed, if we were mere 
spirits, and did not know from experience that a 
spirit, which is immortal, and which belongs en- 
tirely to the moral and spiritual world, is, as a 
matter of fact, united with an animal body, which 
is dust and earth, into one personal J, we should 
consider it as highly improbable, and indeed con- 
tradictory ; and our metaphysicians would per- 
haps make bold to demonstrate @ priori its impos- 
sibility from principles of reason. 

Note-—Some have questioned, whether the 
ideas entertained upon this point might not be 
illustrated by a comparison of the religious opi- 
nions of other nations. We find that many na- 
tions not only worshipped deities who had been 
men, and had lived upon the earth, but believed 
that certain deities had assumed bodies, and be- 
come incarnate. ‘This is true especially of those 

_ nations which believed in the transmigration of 
the soul, and were extravagant in their venera- 
tion for the fownders of their religions—e. g., the 
Indians, Mongoli, Tartars, Druses, and Persians. 
But these nations exhibit a radeness and coarse- 
ness of conception, and a gross anthropomorph- 
ism, from which Christ is far removed, and 
which never appear among the first Christians, 
nor indeed in the whole age in which they lived. 
Whatever distinct conceptions they had upon 
this subject were evidently more refined and 
suitable to the nature of God than those of 
other nations. ‘The idea held by the Greeks of 
an attendant demon or genius, who constantly 
abode in men, is also entirely different from the 
Christian view. 

(d@) Considering, then, how much there is in 
this subject which is obscure and inexplicable, 
we ought neither to prescribe any universal for- 
mul respecting all the more minute distinctions 
of this doctrine, further than they are clearly 
founded in the scriptures; nor, after the exam- 
ple of Cyril and Leo the Great in the fifth cen- 
tury, to condemn those who are unwilling to 
assent to these human formule. One particular 
view may be very important to ws, and contri- 
bute greatly to our satisfaction and conviction; 
but we ought not for this reason to force it upon 
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all other Christians, or to consider them as less 
pious and devoted to Christ, because they dif- 
fer, on some points of this doctrine, from our 
creed and our phraseology. In fact, the subject 
lies too much beyond and above our sphere. ‘The 
opinions of men, therefore, respecting the modus 
of this truth, and their formule of this doctrine, 
will always continue divided and various; and 
and the hypotheses of the learned will always 
be differently modified, according to the differ- 
ent systems of philosophy and different modes 
of thinking which may prevail. 

During the first ages of the chureh nothing 
was decided upon this subject; the simple doc- 
trine of the Bible was adopted; and the more 
learned Christians were left at liberty, from the 
second century, to philosophize upon this sub- 
ject at pleasure. So it continued till the end of 
the fourth century. The creeds only decided, 
Jesum esse Dei filium € Maria natum. Even 
during the violent controversies which began to 
rage in the fifth century, many of the more ino- 
derate concurred with the views just expressed. 
Melancthon remarked, justly and excellently, 
in his ** Boei Theologici,” that it is not worth 
while to bestow much laborious diligence on the 
minute development of this subject; that to. 
know Christ is to know the salvation which he 
has procured for us; and not studiously to in- 
vestigate his nature, and the manner of his in- 
carnation : ‘* Christum—oportet alie quodam modo 
cognoscamus, quam exhibent scholastici.”” To 
scholars, indeed, the historical knowledge of 
these investigations is useful and necessary. 
But all these subtile inquiries and distinctions 
are not proper for the instruction of the common 
people and of the young. This wise counsel 
of Melancthon was very much disregarded in 
the Lutheran church at the very period in which 
it was given; in the Formula of Concord, the 
theologians prescribed definite forms of doctrine, 
upon which the greatest stress was laid. Vide 
s. 102. 

(e) The instructions of the holy scriptures 
upon this subject, (1) are intended to shew that 
this exalted dignity of the person of Christ eon- 
fers a very hich value upon all that he taught, 
performed, and suffered for men ;—that we are 
thus bound, according to his precepts, to believe 
his whole doctrine and work, and to apply these 
to our own benefit ;—and that his doctrines are 
the doctrines of God, his works the works of 
God, his guidance and assistance, those of God. 
Morus gives some fine views to enable religious 
teachers to present this subject in a truly practi- 
cal manner, p. 139, seq., s. 12, 13. 

(2) But there is one more principal circum- 
stance, to which the scriptures often direct the 
attention, and by which the importance of this 
doctrine in a practical respect is still more illuse 
trated. Almost all men feel the necessity of 
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having a human God 11 is difficult to love and 
heartily confide in that immeasurable, invisible, 
inaccessible God, whom we learn from philo- 
sophy. Bunt Jesus Christ (the Logos become 
man) is nut merely the immeasurable, the invi- 
sible, the inaccessible God; he is a true man 
of our own race, and we are his brethren. It is 
therefore easy to love him, and heartily to con- 
«de in him; especially considering how much, 
as a man, he deserves of the human race, by suf- 
fering and dying for us. Thus our love to him 
and our dependence upon him rest mostly upon 
the fact that he is man, and indeed, a man 
united with God, in such sense as no other man 
ever was. Vide 1 Tim. ii. 5; Heb. ii, 14—18; 
iv. 15; (John, xiv. 1;) John, v. 27. 

(f) There have been some theologians who 
have maintained that the interposition of a di- 
vine person was necessary for the recovery of 
men; that men cow/d not have been delivered in 
any other way. Some have carried this so far 
as to seem to set limits to the divine freedom, 
and to force from God, by presumptuous demon- 
stration, what was merely a free gift. Vide s. 
88, ad finem. It were enough to shew the 
suttableness of this means, without attempting to 
prove its ab$olute necessity. This plan of God 
is wise, and fully suited to the wants of men; 
and therefore God has chosen it. The Bible 
always labours to exhibit this fact as the great- 
est proof of the free and unmerited love of God, 
John, iii. 16. How opposite to this is the at- 
tempt to demonstrate this truth @ priori! So 
thought Athanasius; and Augustine calls those 
stultos, who undertake to demonstrate metaphy- 
sically that God could not have saved men in 
another way. Still we find this mistaken wish 
to have every thing demonstrated even among 
the fathers. Tertullian said, **God must have 
become man in order to unite God with men and 
men with God.” Anselmus of the eleventh cen- 
tury argues thus:—‘ Without satisfaction, men 
could not be saved. To give this satisfaction 
to God was the duty of men, but the duty was 
too hard for them. None but God was able to 
give it. But to him, as the Judge of men, it 
must be given. Therefore the Son of God must 
become man, in order, as God-man, to afford this 
satisfaction to God.’? Vide s. 114,2. Some 
theologians, even in modern times, especially 
from the school of Wolf, have pretended to de- 
monstrate that this was the only means of res- 
cuing man, and was absolutely necessary for 
this purpose. 

Such demonstrations are entirely unsuitable 
for promiscuous popular instruction. Christ 
commissioned his disciples not to demonstrate 
this truth philosophically, but to exhibit it (1 
Cor. i.—-iii.); to teach it, from their own con- 
viction and experience, with plainness and sim- 
plicity, but still with sincere interest, and then 
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quietly to leave the consequences with God. 
This was surely very wise; and this is the 
course which we should pursue. Besides, in 
this constant vicissitude of philosophical opi- 
nions and schools, there is this evident disad- 
vantage, that the truth itself, which is demon- 
strated by the help of the philosophy of the 
schools, is either doubted or rejected as soon as 
the school goes down. 


SECTION CII. 


HISTORICAL OBSERVATIONS EXPLANATORY OF THE 
ORIGIN AND PROGRESSIVE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
ECCLESIASTICAL SYSTEM, RESPECTING THE PER- 
SON AND THE TWO NATURES OF CHRIST, UNTIL 
THE EIGHTH CENTURY. 


I. Earliest Opinions, from the Second to the Fourth 
Century. 


As early as the third century many points had 
been established by the catholic councils respect- 
ing both the divine and human nature of Christ, 
separately considered, in opposition (a) to those 
who denied that Christ had a real human body 
(the Docetz), or (b) to those who either main- 
tained that he was a mere man, or, allowing his 
higher nature, yet denied his essential divinity 
and equality with the Father. From that pe- 
riod the cathclic fathers introduced into their 
authorized symbols such distinctions and for- 
mule as were calculated to oppose the above- 
named errors. 

But it was not until the fifth century that 
anything definite was established respecting THE 
union of these two natures in Christ ; and on this 
subject the most various modes of thinking and 
speaking prevailed, even among the catholic 
fathers themselves. Those difficult points in 
this doctrine, respecting which so much contro- 
versy existed after the fourth century, do not 
seem to have occasioned much trouble to the 
earlier Christians, who had not as yet learned 
to apply the metaphysics of the schools to the 
doctrines of religion. And it is found to be pre 
cisely so with common unlearned Christians at 
the present day, who have not their heads filled 
with those metaphysical systems, in conformity 
with which, as their models, others adjust and 
square all their opinions. Hence it does not 
appear that any Christian teacher of the first two 
centuries made any attempt to elucidate the 
mysteries of this subject, and even the heretics 
of this period passed them by without taking 
offence. All which was distinetly conceived 
of during this early period respecting the manner 
in which God became man, was simply this, 
that God, or the divine nature of Christ became 
visible in a true human body, and assumed real 
human flesh. Hence the earliest fathers and 
symbols are satisfied with the term, évoapxwotg, 
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without going into further explanations : areve 
gig Tidy @eov capxwSérva. So Justin the Mar- 
tyr, Ireneus, Tertullian, (Adv. Prax. c. 2,) and 
even Origen, (epi ‘Apyay.) 

[The general truth of the above statement of 
our author, that the early fathers supposed that 
the Logos assumed only a human body, is con- 
firmed by the testimony of Muenscher, Dogma- 
tic History (Translation), p. 63; of Hahn, Lehr- 
buch, s. 456; of Neander, Al. Kirchengesch, b. 
ji. Ab. ili. s. 1063. But there is one exception 
to this statement in the opinions of Justin, which 
were formed under the influence of the Platonic 
philosophy. Adopting the threefold division of 
man into body, soul, and spirit, which was so 
common with the Platonic fathers, and of which 
a fuller account has been given in the first vo- 
lume, (s. 51, I. 1, note,) he supposed that Christ 
consisted, like other men, of these three parts, 
except that, in place of the erring human reason, 
(Germ. Vernunft, in opposition to Verstand, or 
Gr. xvevua as opposed to Luy7,) which is only 
a ray of the divine Logos, he had this Logos 
himself, as the higher controlling principle of 
his being. In these speculations with regard to 
the manner of the connexion between the divine 
and human in Christ, Justin went before the age 
in which he lived, and furnished the germ of the 
system which was afterwards further developed 
by Apollinaris, whose doctrinal predecessor 
Justin may therefore rightly be considered. Cf. 
Neander, Allg. Gesch. der chr. Rel. und Kir., 
b. i, Abth. iii. s. 1063.—Tr.] 

The systems of religion from which many of 
the earlier Christians were converted, appear to 
have contributed something towards enabling 
them to receive without difficulty the doctrine 
of the incarnation of the Son of God. They 
were familiarized from their youth, in the midst 
of heathenism, with the idea of the visible ap- 
pearance of the Deity in human forms; and al- 
though when they afterwards became Christians, 
they considered the accounts of the incarnations 
of the heathen gods as fabulous, still, by having 
been familiar with such accounts, they were 
prepared to receive more easily the fact of the 
incarnation announced in Christianity; they 
now had a seeming analogy for it. But on this 
very account, many of them conceived of the zn- 
carnation as a degradation of the Deity. Vide 
s. 93. The converts from Judaism to Christian- 
ity had also some analogy for this doctrine in 
their previous system of belief, which very much 
facilitated their reception of it, since they were 
taught by their ancient books, even vy those of 
Moses, to believe in the appearance of angels 
and of God himself in human form. The stu- 
dent may find many interesting views, illustrat- 
ing the relation of the various systems of hea- 
thenism to Christianity, in Schlegel’s « Philos. 
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der Geschichte ;” also in Kreutzer’s «« Symbo 
lik.”—Tr. } 

But while, in opposition to the Docete, the 
early fathers contended zealously for the real- 
ity of the human bcdy of Christ; none in either 
of ‘the contending parties, before the end of the 
second century, thought it necessary to prove 
particularly that he had also a true human soul. 
This was not indeed directly denied, [except 
by Justin, as just mentioned—Tr., | still the 
necessity of proving its existence was not at 
that time felt; nor indeed was the essential dis- 
tinction between the nature of the soul and body 
at all so obvious at that time, certainly it was 
not used in common practice, as it has since 
been. 

[Tertullian was the first who distinctly taught 
the doctrine of a proper human soul in Christ. 
In his anthropology he rejected the common 
division of man into body, soul, and spirit, and 
admitted only two distinct principles in all ani- 
mated existences—viz., body and soul; the lat- 
ter of which, however, in man he supposed en- 
dowed with higher properties than in the infe- 
rior orders. He had not therefore the convenient 
resort of the Platonic theologians, of interposing 
an animal \wz7 between the Logos @nd the body 
in Christ; but must either connect the Logos 
immediately and without intervention with the 
body, (which would be to attribute at once to 
the divine Logos the pain and sorrow, the pro- 
gress in knowledge, the ignorance, and all the 
other indications of an imperfect human soul, 
which appear in the life of Christ;) or he must 
ascribe to Christ a proper and entire human 
soul, With this necessity in view, he chose 
the latter part of the alternative, preferring the 
mystery and complexity attending the connexion 
between the divine and human to the absurdities 
resulting from the former theory, though com- 
mended by its simplicity to the speculative rea- 
son. Cf. Neander Geschichte, b. i. Abth. iii. 
s. 1064.—Tr.] 

After the third century, Origen first [?] gave 
importance to this doctrine of the human soul 
of Christ in his Theology, and brought it dis- 
tinctly into light, though not on the same grounds 
by which the doctrine is now supported. [Al- 
though Origen agreed with Tertullian in main- 
taining an entire human soul in Christ, his 
views respecting the mode of union between 
the two natures, differed widely from those of 
Tertullian, and took their colouring from his 
peculiar philosophical system. The union of 
believers with Christ furnished him with an 
analogy for the connexion between the Logos 
and the human nature in Christ. If believers, 
he argued, are one spirzt with their Lord, as Paul 
affirms, much more must this be true of that 
soul which the Logos had taken ‘nto insepars« 
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ble union with himself. As the zveiua in be- 
lievers is the actuating principle from which all 
their feelings and actions spring, much more is 
it in Christ, the forerunner of believers, the ac- 
tuating, controlling, and pervading principle, by 
which his entire humanity is guided and filled. 
By urging this analogy he drew upon himself 
the objection which has often been repeated 
against the same view, that he made Christ a 
mere man, distinguished from other believers 
only by a higher degree of the same participa- 
tion in the divine nature which they enjoyed. 
Whether this objection fairly lies against the 
views of Origen this is not the proper place to 
inquire.—Tr. ] 

[But the theory respecting the person of 
Christ advanced by Tertullian, and developed 
and supported by Origen, was particularly of- 
fensive to Arius and Eunomius, and to all who 
contended for the subordination of the Logos to 
the Father. According to the earlier doctrine 
of the church, which they adopted, and which 
connected the Logos immediately with the body 
of Christ, they had been able to allege all the 
appearances of limitation and natural imperfec- 
tion which he exhibited as proofs against the 
doctrine of the absolute divinity of the Logos, 
and in favour of their own views of his subordi- 
nation. But of this argument they were de- 
prived when a human soul, of which all these 
imperfections could be predicated, was ascribed 
to Christ, and his higher nature was allowed in 
no sense to infringe upon his full and proper 
humanity. On the theory of Origen, it was no 
longer possible for them to invalidate the proofs 
of the absolute divinity of Christ by opposing 
the numerous evidences of subordination ap- 
pearing in his life and words, since all these 
must of course be understood of his humanity, 
leaving his divine nature, though intimately 
connected with the human, unimpaired by the 
limitations of the latter. Hence Arius and his 
followers strenuously opposed the doctrine of 
the proper humanity of Christ, and insisted 
upon the older, indistinct, and undeveloped 
form of belief, by which the Logos merely ani- 
mated the body of Christ. Cf. Neander, Ges- 
chichte, u. s. w., b. ii. Abth. ii. s. 904, fii— 
Tr.] ; f 

[ While, on one side, the Arians at this pe- 
riod infringed upon the human nature of Christ, 
on the other side, Marcellus and Photinus, of 
whom we have before spoken, (s. 43,) infringed 
upon the divine nature and its personal union 
with the human. Marcellus, inclining, as he 
did, to Sabellianism, supposed there was a 
merely outward and temporary operation of the 
Logos upon Christ, though still, it must be al- 
lowed, in such a way as to secure the being of 
God in him. Photinus went further, and giv- 
ing great prominence to the human in Christ, 


made nothing more of the divine in lim than the 
general illuminating influence which he enjoyed 
in common with the prophets and other ambas+ 
sadors of God, though in a higher degree. This 
doctrine is properly called Photinianism.—Tr.] 

[Between these diverging tendencies of opi- 
nion, Arianism and Photinianism, the catholic 
fathers (e. g., Gregory of Nazianz, Gregory of 
Nyssa, and others) endeavoured to reconcile the 
personal union of two natures in Christ with the 
completeness of the human nature. We have 
thus all the elements of that violent controversy 
respecting the person of Christ which shortly 
followed.—Tr. } 

Now, after the middle of the fourth century, 
Apollinaris arose, and denied the existence of a 
human soul in Christ, or at least of the higher 
power of the soul. Vide s. 93, Ii. [His theory 
was in general the same as that of Justin, before 
mentioned, only more systematically developed. 
It seems to have resulted in a great measure from 
the speculative interest which endeavoured to 
conceive clearly and to explain what had before 
been indistinct. And it has certainly the ad- 
vantage in many respects, and especially in 
point of distinctness and consistency, over the 
older indefinite belief, and over the Arian theory 
respecting the person cf Christ, with which in 
general it agreed. It also sprung from the 
Christian interest to see in Christ the full, im- 
mediate, undisturbed manifestation of the Deity, 
which, as it seemed to Apollinaris, could not bg 
on the theory of Origen, where a human sou\ 
was made tie organ of the divine operations, 
The controversy against Apollinaris broughs 
distinctly into view the necessity, in order to 
the purposes of man’s redemption, of the entire- 
ness of the human nature of our Redeemer.— 
Tr.] 

After this period, the investigation of this 
point took a new turn, the first ground of which 
was laid in the Arian controvetsies of the same 
century. The endeavour now became to make 
everything clear and determinate ; and since the 
metaphysics of the schools were becoming more 
and more common, the ancient simplicity was 
thought to be no longer sufficient. 


Il. The two opposing systems, having their origin 
in the Fourth Century, and appearing wm con- 
flict in the Fifth. 


The foundation of both of these was laid by 
the Arian and Apollinarian controversies. 

(1) Some of the Christians of the Hast— 
e. g., those of Syria, [and in general the disci- 
ples of the school at Antioch,] always made the 
most accurate distinction between the two na- 
tures in Christ, and in all their discourses usea 
terms which indicated this distinction hetween 
the divine and human in his person, in the most 
definite and discriminating manner. This hao 
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been before done by some of the earlier teach- 
ers—e. g., Tertullian, (Adv. Prax. c. 27,) still 
more frequently by Origen, and by some of the 
earlier councils. But after the middle of the 
fourth century, when the Apollinarian contro- 
versies commenced, the orthodox teachers in 
Syria and the other Oriental provinces became 
still more accurate in making these distinctions, 
and especially were more decidedly opposed to 
every theory which took from the humanity of 
Christ its peculiar properties. These were the 
precursors of the Nestorians. 

(2) Others observed no such accuracy, and 
often employed phraseology which appeared to 
indicate an entire mixture of the two natures, 
and a deification of the human nature. This 
was occasioned by the Arian controversies; for 
many, in order to exalt Christ in opposition to 
the Arians, seemed almost to forget that he was 
also a true man.* This tendency exhibited it- 
self more particularly in Egypt and in the 
Western church, and was carried out into fur- 
ther development at the end of the fourth and 
commencement of the fifth century. Those who 
opposed this tendency were of opinion that by 
phraseology of the kind which the Alexandrine 
theologians used the doctrine of Apollinaris was 
countenanced ; for his followers often used terms 
like the following—viz., God ts man, is born, 
suffered, died, &c.; Mary is the mother of God, 
(S2070x05.) But the Alexandrine teachers could 
plead in their justification the example of many 


* There is reason to doubt the correctness of the 
reason here assigned by Dr. Knapp for this tendency 
of the Alexandrine school, (for it was this school 
which objected to the distinction of natures contend- 
ed for by the school of Antioch.) The Arians 
wholly agreed with the followers of Apollinaris, and 
with the theologians of Alexandria, in objecting to 
the distinction of natures in Christ, and in contend- 
ing for their mixture and oneness, and the transfer 
of the attributes belonging to each. And it is easy 
to see how this want of distinction should be pro- 
motive of their belief; since it enabled them to trans- 
fer to the higher nature of Christ the appearances 
of limitation in his life, and thus to obtain a proof 
of the subordination of the Logos, of which they 
would be deprived were an accurate distinction of 
natures introduced, and the application to the one 
of the predicates belonging to the other forbidden. 
It is a fact deserving of particular notice, that those 
who have contended most strenuously for the abso- 
lute divinity of Christ, have been also those who 
have insisted most upon the rights of his humanity, 
and for a careful distinction between the predicates 
of the two natures; while those who have held that 
the Logos is the most perfect among all created be- 
ings, but not God in the proper sense, have equally 
infringed upon the humanity of Christ, and have 
always opposed the distinction of natures. It was 
not, then, in opposition to the Arian, but rather to 
the Photinian form of doctrine with regard to the 
person of Christ that the Alexandrine tendency 
found the occasion for its further development.— 
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of the older fatners who had used similar phrase- 
ology. Even Athanasius had spoken of a ceifi- 
cation of the body of Christ after the resurrec- 
tion. Eusebius of Cesarea, and Gregory of 
Nyssa, had said that the human nature of Christ 
was swallowed up by the divine, &c. Some- 
times even Origen had used similar expressions. 
These were the precursors of the Monophysiles. 
In reality, however, these parties were more 
agreed than they believed themselves to be, or 
than they seemed to be, judging from their dif- 
ferent terminologies. Everything was now 
ready and prepared for the controversy, which 
finally broke out in the fifth century. 

[Neander, in his Church-History, (b. ii. 
Abth. iii. s. 946, ff.,) traces back these diverg- 
ing tendencies to the fundamental difference be- 
tween the Alexandrine school and that at Anti- 
och, as to the relation between reason and 
revelation. The Alexandrine school, in follow- 
ing its more contemplative and mystical direc- 
tion of mind, was disposed to assert the unin- 
telligibleness of the union of the two natures, 
and to magnify the mystery of this union, and 
to resist all attempts at definite conception and 
explanation. The school at Antioch, on the 
contrary, in conformity with its more free and 
speculative bias, while it did not assume fully 
to explain the izép aroyoy of this union of na- 
tures, still undertook to discover how much in 
it was xara Adyov.—TrR. ] 


Ill. Theory of Nestorius, and the Controversy 
relating to it. 


Nestorius, Patriarch at Constantinople, being 
born and educated in Syria, adopted the Syrian 
form of doctrine with regard to the person of 
Christ, and endeavoured to employ terms which 
would accurately distinguish between his divine 
and human natures. This, however, had never 
before been done in Constantinople. After the 
Arian controversies, the term Ssordxo0s had been 
used very frequently in application to Mary, the 
mother of Christ, which was also a favourite 
term with the followers of Apollinaris in Syria. 
But when, in the year 428, Nestorius became 
patriarch at Constantinople, he was much sur- 
prised by this language. He objected to the 
term Ssozéxos, on the ground that it could not be 
said that God was born or died; and instead of 
this term he proposed to substitute Xoustordxos. 
With this the controversy commenced. 

His doctrine, as appears from his homilies, 
was this: ** Christ had two drooracecs, a divine 
and human, (meaning by dxdorasts, as many of 
the ancients did, natura, pvors, or as Tertullian 
himself employed it, substantia,) and only xpo= 
sartoy govaduxov, one person. These two natures 
stood in the closest connexion (ovvaperca), which 
he considered as consisting principally in the 
agreement of will and action, but were not 
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mixed or transformed. Each nature still re- 
tained its peculiar attributes, as is the case in 
man, who consists of two ixosraceec, soul and 
body. All these attributes and actions were 
predicable of one person, (xpdcwmoy,) but not 
of both the natures; the inferior were predica- 
ble only of the human nature; the superior only 
of the divine nature. Accordingly, the terms, 
Deus narus, mortwus est, Mater Dei, @cds Evoapxos, 
were very unsuitable and unscriptural. ‘These 
could be properly predicated only of Christ, (the 
name of the person.)”’ 

Hereupon Nestorius was openly attacked, at 
first in Egypt. His chief opponent was Cyril, 
the patriarch of Alexandria, who maintained his 
own theory in opposition, and accused Nestorius 
of dividing Christ into two persons; because 
pvors was the word used at Alexandria for what 
Nestorius called {mdcracts, and indoracts for 
what he called xpdcwxov. They disagreed, 
therefore, more in words than in reality, At 
length, in the year 431, the followers of Nesto- 
rius were condemned as heretics by the council 
at Ephesus. The whole party separated from 
the catholic church, and continues in the East to 
the present day. [Fora more full account of 
the doctrines of Nestorius, with the original pas- 
sages, cf. Gieseler, Lehrb. d. k. Gesch. b. i. s. 
85, (Ff. Neander, Gesch. b. ii. Abth. iii. s. 951. 
As to the separate community of the Nestorians, 
ef. Neander in his Appendix to the History of 
this Doctrine, b. ii. Abth. iii. s. 1171. Also 
Mosheim (Murdock’s Trans.), vol. i. p. 431, 
note. Whether the whole dispute between Nes- 
torins and Cyril was mere logomachy is a matter 
of dispute.—Tr. ] 


{V. The Doctrine of Eutyches, and the Controversy 
respecting it in the Fifth Century. 
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with truth, to Athanasius, Cyril of Alexandria, 
and other ancient, and especially Egyptian, 
teachers, who appeared to abolish the distinetion 
of the two natures. Lutychianism may therefore 
be truly said to have existed before Eutyches; 
to prove which Salig published a treatise at 
Wolfenbiitel, 1724, 4to. 

Hence arose another unhappy division in the 
church. The patriarch of Constantinople joined 
with Pope Leo the Great in opposing Eutyches, 
and accused the latter of reviving the heresy of 
Apollinaris, and of denying the true humanity. 
of Christ. He protested against this conclusion; 
but they would not allow that his words admitted 
any other sense, and he was too obstinate to alter 
his terminology. At the Council at Chalcedon in 
the year 451, his doctrine was condemned as he- 
retical. Here arose the sect of the Monophysites, 
which continues in the East to the present day. 

In order to render the difference between thein= 
selves and the catholics and Nestorians clearly 
discernible, some of these Monophysites em- 
ployed paradoxical statements and phrases, like 

.the following :—viz., one of the Trinity suffered 
and was crucified; the deity of Christ so pene- 
trated his humanity as to render his body zneor- 
ruptible, (apseprov.) This, however, was denied 
by others, because it favoured the Docete. Some 
also, even of the Monophysites, believed that 
the divine nature was omniscient, but not the 
human nature connected with it, (Mark, xiii. 
32.) These were called Agnoéte. 

[ Vote.—As Photinianism and Apollinarianism 
were the opposite extremes of this doctrine in 
the former period, so now were Nestorianism 
and Eutychianism. Between these the catholic 
fathers took a middle course, and condemned, on 
the one hand, the ovvageva of Nestorius, as indi- 
cating a mere external and moral connexion be= 


Eutyches, an abbot, and presbyter in cloister | tween the two natures in Christ, and, on the 


at Constantinople, was one of the most zealous 
opponents of Nestorius. In order to oppose his 
doctrine more successfully, he affirmed, after the 
year 448, that Christ had only one nature (ua 
gvors) after his deity and humanity were united. 
He called this nature, pvovs cecapxwpévy, the na- 
ture made human. In this way he supposed he 
could express the most intimate connexion be- 
tween the wo natures, which, in his opinion, 
were too widely separated by Nestorius, so as to 
make two persons in Christ. He meant, in fact, 
to say nothing more nor less than that there was 
only one Christ. ‘The whole obscurity consisted 
in the word @vovs, which he understood to mean 
person; as Athanasius himself did in the fifth 
century, and also Ephraem the Syrian. This 
controversy, therefore, like the former, was, in 
fact, mere logomachy.* Eutyches appealed, and 


* [The doctrine of Eutyches respecting the person 
of Christ has been more definitely stated by other 


other, the ovyxvots or peraBorn of Eutyches, as 
indicating such an entire interpenetration of the 
two natures as must destroy the peculiarities of 
each. The catholic doctrine in opposition to 
these extremes is expressed in the following 
symbol, established at the Council at Chaleedon, 
451, under Marcian. 


writers on doctrinal history. The principal peculi- 
arity of it is placed in this point: while Eutyches 
admitted that before the incarnation (or, which was 
doubtless his meaning, according to conception, and 
not in reality) there were two natures in Christ, yet 
after this they did not remain distinct, but consti- 
tuted one nature, not merely by a ovvapera, as Nesto- 
rius held, but by a real odyxvors or peraGodj, so that 
his human nature could no longer be said to be con- 
substantial with that of other men. Briefly, it is 
Eutychianism to say that Christ is constituted of or 
jrom two natures, but does not exist 77 two natures, 
(éx 60 Picewr, not év dio pice.) Cf. Neander, Gesch, 
b. ii. Ab. iii, s. 1078. Also Murdock’s Mosheim, 
vol. i. p. 483, Note—Tr.] 
2H2 
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“Emouwevor totyvy Zorg ayLoLs rtatpacw, Eva OL 
cov odrov Swonroyety viov Tov xbpoy 7urov ‘Inoovy 
Xprordy cvupdyves drtartes éxOvdacxomer, T EnE LOY 
roy adroy gy Seotnte xav TEAELOY TOY avToy 
Ev GvVSpanotytl, Ozdy ahagsias wea dwspio7cov 
GANSAS Toy atoy Ex PUYHS, MOYLxNS xOU ou 
patos, Suootcvoy Ta MaTpL xaTa THY SEOTNTO, xOU 
Suoovaroy cov abrov nury xara THY dr SpororyTa, 
KOH MAVTH OMOLOY ALY YOopls GpapT las: mpd aLdvey 
av éx tov marpds yevyndévta xataw THY SE0TNTA, 

én) Eoyarorv 8 Tay nuepay cov adroy, du’ meas 2b 
dud. Hv Huervépay carnptay, x Maplas 775 Aapsévov 
TNS SE0TOxoOv XATA THY GVSpEnoTyTa, Eva xOL 
rov avroy Xproroy, viov, xbprov, wovoyevy, Ex Svo 
piceay [év dto proce] dovyxbtws atpin- 
70s, GdeatpétTasS, GYaPLOTAS yrapiloms- 
vov" OvdAWOd TIS TAY Piosay Svahopas dunpnuevns 
Sid env Evaduy, cwlomérns 58 marnrov ts Ldvor7y- 
Tos éxarépas Pvoews xov els Ev ApOow oY, xow 
Wlav SrHOoTHOLY oUVTpEYODENS, Odx ets Sto 7pd- 
conta wepilowevoy 7 Suacpovpwevor, GAN Eva, XL TOY 
adtoy VioY xat povoyEry, Seov AOyov, xvpvov Incovy 
Xprorove xaSartep dvodey ob xpopytas wepr avdrov 
XaL GTS NaS 6 xbpLos Inoovs Xproros éertaudevoe, 

xal 70 Toy natépay yurv mapadédaxe ov Borov. 
here can be no reasonable doubt which of 
the two readings, éx dvo piceay, or év Svo Hvaect, 
ought to be preferred. The whole force of the 
symbol, as far as it is directed against Euty- 
chianism, lies in the latter reading, since Euty- 
ches would allow that Christ was constituted 
éx Ovo pvocov. The reading éy dvo ptaeot is sup- 
ported by good authority, probably from the 
whole course of events at the Council of Chal- 
cedon, and more consistent than the other with 
the context, as the word yvapifouevoy is of diffi- 
cult construction with éx, and, on the contrary, 
reads naturally with éy. Cf. Neander, b. ii. 
Abth. iii. s. 1110.—Tr. ] 


V. The Theory and Sect of the Monothelites. 


This sect arose in the seventh century, from 
the attempt of some, who were rather inclined 
to the side of the Monophysites, to unite the 
Nestorians and Monophysites with the catholic 
church. They persuaded the emperor Heraclius 
to enact, that Christ, after the union of his two 
natures, had only one will and one action of the 
will. To this it was thought all parties might 
assent, and thus become united. At first, many 
weie inclined to adopt this opinion, and among 
others, the patriarchs at Constantinople and 
Rome. But a number of councils were held 
upon the subject, and the catholics at last came 
to the conclusion thes this opinion would intro- 
duce only a different form of the doctrine of 
Kutyches. They therefore maintained a twofold 
will in Christ—i. e., one for his divine, and one 
for his human nature; but at the same time that 
these were never opposed and always agreed. 
The other party maintained that there was but 
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one will; since the human will of Christ did not 
act separately, but was subject to the divine will, 
and governed by it. Both parties were right in 
opinion, and only misunderstood each other. 
The latter, however, was outvoted, and at the 
third Council at Constantinople, in the year 680, 
was condemned as heretical; and thus the sect 
of the Monothelites arose in the East. [Cf 
Hahn, s. 464. Gieseler, s. 162. ] ° 

Note.—Another controverted point was the 
relation of Christ to the Father, in the union of 
his two natures. The ancient fathers had com- 
monly used the appellation Son of God, as a name 
of the divine nature of Christ, and not as a name 
of his person and office. They found some texts 
of scripture, however, in which the human nature 
of Christ is also plainly designated by this name; 
as Luke, i. 35. In order to relieve themselves 
from this difficulty, without relinquishing their 
position, they said, «Christ, as God, was the 
natural Son of God, (i. e., he was, in a literal 
sense, eternally generated by the Father, he re- 
ceived his deity communicated to him from eter- 
nity, Ps. ii.,) but as man he was the Son of 
God by adoption—i. e., by the communication 
of the divine nature at the time of his concep- 
tion, he was raised as a man to this dignity. 
And in this there is no heresy. But as these 
terms and representations respecting adoption 
were frequently employed by the Nestorians, 
they were gradually omitted by the catholics. 
This doctrine was, however, revived in Spain ir 
the eighth century, 783, et seq., by Felix, Bi- 
shop of Urgel (Urgelitanus), and was approved 
by many in the West. Others regarded it as a 
revival of Nestorianism; councils were held 
upon the subject in Italy and Germany ; and at 
length the opinion of the Adoptionists was con- 
demned as heretical. 

Respecting all these controversies, vide 
Walch, Ketzergeschichte. 

These unhappy dissensions should serve as a 
warning to every Christian who loves peace, not 
to take upon himself to define and decide respect- 
ing subjects which the holy scriptures have left 
undecided; as Morus truly observes, p. 138, s. 
10, coll. s. 101. 


SECTION CIIl. 


HISTORICAL OBSERVATIONS CONTINUED; THE AN=- 
CIENT ECCLESIASTICAL TERMINOLOGY RESPECT=- 
ING THIS DOCTRINE EXPLAINED. 


L. Terminology of the Fathers. 


Tue ecclesiastical terminology on this subject 
came gradually into use, and originated partly 
before the controversies of the fifth century, 
partly at the time of these controversies, and in 
consequence of them. Many ancient terms were 
differently defined and understood after that 
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pericd. ‘This indefiniteness of phraseology, and 
the various use of terms, were the principal occa- 
sion of these controversies. The terms employed 
ought, first of all, to have been explained and 
uderstood. 

(1) Some ancient general terms respecting the 
person of Christ, and the relations and actions of 
his deity and humanity. 

’ (a) The ancient fathers were in the habit of 

ealling the mutual relation of the deity and hu- 
manity united in Christ, ocxovouca, which signi- 
fies arrangement, institution, regulation; also, 
the fashion and manner in which anything is 
‘done or arranged. So it is used by Polybius, 
and Cicero, in his letters to Atticus, and by 
Paul, Ephes. i. 10. In the same way, Tertul- 
lian (Adv. Prax. 2) used the word aconomia, 
and rendered it dispensatio. 

(5) They endeavoured to find some term 
whicn should appropriately designate the whole 
person of Christ, as composed of deity and hu- 
manity. As the New Testament contains no sin- 
gle word of this kind, they at last decided upon 
the word Séardpog or SeavSpwrtos, God-man; as 
Tertullian had been accustomed to say, Deus et 
homo, and Origen @0s xac dvSpwztos. 

(c) They called the power which the deity 
and humanity of Christ had of working in com- 
mon, évépyera Seavdpix7, vis, Sive operatio deovi- 
rilis.. This phrase first occurs in the Pseudo- 
Dionysius Areopagitus, Epist. 4. Theologians, 
therefore, afterwards called the particular actions 
of Christ, as God and man, or his mediatorial 
works, operationes deoviriles ; also, antotenéomara. 
Vide s. 105. 

(2) Various terms were originally used to de- 
note the two subjects (xpayuara, res, as Cyril 
of Alexandria calls them) connected in Christ. 
In the Latin church the oldest term was substan- 
tia. So Tertullian, «‘substantie duze,—caro et 
spiritus,”’ Adv. Prax. 27. ‘They had previous- 
ly been contented with the simple formula: 
««Christum esse Deum et hominem verum.” 
The word substantia was still used in this sense 
by the Latin church in the fourth century, and 
sometimes even by Leo the Great in the fifth 
century. It signified, as they used it, ens sin- 
gulare, or individuum. It was, however, re- 
garded as ambiguous, since it also signified ex- 
istence itself and that which really is. The word 
natura was gradually found to be more appro- 
priate and definite. It had been early used by 
Ambrosius; but after the Council at Chalcedon, 
m the fifth century, it became, by means of Leo 
the Great, the usual and characteristic term of 
the catholic fathers. 

In the Greek church, also, many terms were 
originally in use. (a) ‘Yxdoracs. This word 
answers exactly to the Latin substantia. It was 
used by Nestorius, and before him by many 
whose orthodoxy was never doubted. (0) Bvots. 
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| This word was used at the same time in Egypt, 


and was one cause of the controversy between 
Cyriland Nestorius. Vide s. 102, iii. (c) Orsia. 
This word was early in frequent use ; but through’ 
the efforts of Cyril and the Roman bishop, in the 
fifth century, the word vous became current as 
orthodox. 

(3) The terms used to denote the whole Christ, 
as consisting of two natures. 

The Latin church used the word persona for 
this purpose; and this, being very definite and 
unambiguous, has been retained. Respecting 
its definition, &c., vide s. 104. But the Greek 
church had a great variety of terms to express 
the same thing, which occasioned the greatee 
confusion. 

(@) IUpécwnov. This word was, in fact, the 
least ambiguous, and answered exactly to the 
Latin persona, (a suppositum intelligens, which 
has its own proper subsistence.) In. many 
churches this was originally the most common 
word. It was so even among the Syrians, who 
derived their word parsopa from it. Accordingly, 
Nestorius said, wpdcanov iv xov dio D206 
Toes (natures) éy Xpuorg. But the word 
was uncommon in Constantinople, Egypt, and 
elsewhere. In these places they used instead 
the word— 

(5) ‘Yxdcracrs. Among the Greeks this word 
means the actual existence (traps) of a thing, 
the existing thing ; also, an individual. It was 
therefore a far more ambiguous word than the 
other. Cyril used it to denote the whole Christ; 
but Nestorius, his separate natures. Vides. 102, 
JI. Cyril and the Reman bishop said: «ts 
Xpeords, mea DrdctaoLs, OVO PvoELS éy Xpuo- 
zq. This party prevailed, and introduced imdo- 
zaovs as the common word by which the orthodox 
were distinguished. Even they, however, some- 
times still used the word xpéowaoy. The word 
indotacrs may also have been regarded as more 
scriptural, from Hebrews, i. 2, yapaxtnp ixosra- 
ews; but here the person is nowthe subject of 
discourse. Vides. 100. The Nestorians still 
adhered to their spdcwmoy and parsopa. 

(c) Stors. This word was applied to the per- 
son of Christ by many teachers of the fourth 
century, long before Hutyches. Athanasius and 
Ephraem the Syrian had affirmed, without being 
pronounced heretics, that there was pia tors 
in Christ. Eutyches, then, in the fifth century, 
thought that this word, already authorized by 
the catholic fathers, was the best adapted to 
express the most intimate connexion between 
the deity and humanity, in opposition to Nesto- 
rius. Vide s. 102, iv. His opponents, how- 
ever, understood the word differently, and so 
made heresy out of it. 

(4) The words, comparisons, and established 
distinctions employed tovillustrate the manner of 
the wnion of the two natures. 
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(a) Tie most ancient words used by the 
fathers to denote the union of the two natures 
ecuvey the idea of a mixture of these natures. 
Among others was the word ovyxpacts, commiatio, 
and miscerz, which is used by Tertullian (adv. 
Prax.) and by Cyprian, and even in the fourth 
and fifth centuries by Gregory of Nyssa and 
Ephraem the Syrian. This word occasionally 
escaped even from Leo the Great, the zealous 
opponent of Eutyches. Of the same kind were 
the words which frequently occur in the writings 
of the Grecian, and more especially the Egyp- 
tian, teachers of the third and fourth centuries— 
viz., wevaBorn, mervartounars, peramoppacts. But 
the word gvyapeca was preferred by Nestorius 
and some others. But for this very reason it 
was rarely employed by his opponents. The 
other words obyxpaces, x. 7 2.) which denote a 
mixture of natures, were rejected at the Council 
at Chalcedon, because they were used by Euty- 
ches, and the word gvaocs, unio, was there esta- 
blished in their place. 

(b) The illustrations of the manner of this 
union employed by the ancients. 

(a) Comparisons and images. Some of these 
are very gross, and exhibit very imperfect con- 
septions. Tertullian said, (Adv. Prax. 27,) 
«The deity and humanity in Christ were miz- 
tura quedam, ut electrum ex auro et argento.” 
Origen and Basilius the Great compared this 
union to iron heated in the fire, (penetrated 
through and through by the fire;) Ephraem the 
Syrian, to a compounded medicine; Origen, in 
another passage, and Theodorus of Mopsuestia, 
to the marriage connexion (fwo, one flesh)—a 
comparison of a more moral cast; Cyril of Alex- 
andria and Leo the Great, to the union of soul 
and body, which comparison they particularly 
advocated. : 

(8) Many new terminologies were invented 
after the controversies commenced, in order to 
distinguish one sect from another, and to obviate 
various unscripgtral representations. Thus, the 
natures in Christ were said to be connected 
diywpiotas, aGdvarpéras, and advarattos—i. e., in- 
dissolubly and permanently, and not merely for 
a season; for the Gnostics taught that the Alon 
Christ was separated from the man Jesus at the 
time of the death of the latter; and Marcellus 
taught that the Logos would at some future time 
return to the Father. In opposition to these 
and similar errors, the above determinations 
were therefore adopted by the Council at Chal- 
cedon. Thus, too, in opposition to Eutyches, 
this union was said to be dovyxires, (such that 
a third nature had not arisen from the union of 
the two natures, as when material things are min- 
gled;) each nature existed by itself, unaltered in 
its kind, arpévrws. Christ, it was said, should 
be one, éy mpdowmor, mia trdoraccs SeavSpaztov. 
This gvwovs was said to be obousdys, (not appa- 


rent, but real;) tztosrarexy, (such that the twa 
natures remained unchanged as to their kind, 
although they were essentially united—a term 
used by Cyril;) ineppvocxy, (supernatural,) &e. 
After the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the 
schoolmen of the West adopted these termino- 
logies into their systems. The orthodox Greeks 
also constantly preserved them, in opposition to 
the Monophysites, Nestorians, and other here- 
tics. 


Il. Later Distinctions. 


During the sixteenth century, after the death 
of Luther and Melancthon, not only were the 
old subtilties in the doctrine respecting the na- 
ture and person of Christ revived by many Lu- 
theran theologians, but many new ones were in- 
troduced. The occasion of this was, the contro- 
versy respecting the Lord’s Supper between the 
zealous adherents of Luther and the Reformed 
theologians. The Reformed doctrine was at that 
time approved by many Lutheran theologians. 
The opposing party, therefore, and especially 
James Andrea, Chancellor at Tiibingen, and 
Mart. Chemnitz, endeavoured, by new distinc- 
tions in the doctrine respecting the person of 
Christ, to draw the line of distinction between 
the two systems as finely as possible. Eccle- 
siastical authority was given to these distine- 
tions by the ** Form of Concord.” Such sub- 
tilties as these do not appear in the * Loci The- - 
ologici” of Melancthon. On this subject the 
following particulars should be known—viz., 

(1) Luther affirmed the true and substantial 
presence of the body and blood of Christ in the 
Lord’s Supper. But in the sixteenth century 
many of his disciples and zealous followers went 
beyond their teacher in this matter. Some of 
them advocated in fact, if not in words, a physical 
presence of the body of Christ. Beza, on the 
other hand, and other Reformed theologians, 
shewed, as Zwingli had*done before, that this 
could not be supposed; considering that the 
human body of Christ is now in heaven, and 
could not, as a real human body, be present in 
more than one place at the same time. 

(2) Against these objections the Lutherans 
maintained, either the actual constant omnipre- 
sence of the body of Christ, as Andrea& appears 
to have done, or, that it could be present every 
where (ubique), whenever and wherever he 
would, and the case required. This was the 
view of Luther, Chemnitz, Hiilsemann, and 
many others. Hence they were called by their 
opponents Udiquitarians, and there was much 
controversy respecting the omnipresence of the 
body of Christ. ; 

(3) In order to render this presence of the 
body of Christ more intelligible, assistance was 
sought from the doctrine de communicatione idive 
matum interna et reali. Here Chemnitz was 
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the most active. They proceeded on the ground 
tnat the human nature of Christ was united in 
the most intimate manner with the divine nature, 
that it was penetrated, as it were, by the divine 
nature, and received all divine attributes by com- 
munication. ‘They invented for this purpose 
the « genus communicationis idiomatum majes- 
talicum.’’ At length they displayed this fine 
web of subtilty and terminology in the « Form 
of Concord.” 

(4) Hereupon new dissensions and schisms 
arose in the Lutheran church in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries. For the theologians 
of Brandenburg rejected the “ Form of Concord” 
altogether, and the theologians of Helmstidt dis- 
approved and rejected particular doctrines con- 
tained in it, such as the doctrine of the omni- 
presence of the human nature of Christ. The 
controversy which thus arose did great injury 
to the Lutheran church. 


SECTION CIV. 


A BRIEF EXHIBITION OF THE ECCLESIASTICAL SYS- 
TEM RESPECTING THE PERSON AND THE TWO 
NATURES OF CHRIST; AN EXPLANATION OF THE 
ECCLESIASTICAL PHRASEOLOGY NOW IN USE IN 
THE DOCTRINE *‘ DE COMMUNICATIONE IDIOMA- 
‘TUM ;’? AND A CRITICAL JUDGMENT UPON THE 
SAME. 


From s. 102, 103, the gradual origin and in- 
crease of the learned ecclesiastical distinctions 
and terminologies is clearly seen. ‘The most 
important of these only are still retained. How 
many of them are plainly founded in the holy 
scriptures may be determined by s. 100, 101. 


I. Established Form of Doctrine respecting the Person 
of Christ, and the Union of his Two Natures. 


There are two natures in Christ, the divine 
and human. ‘The Son of God (i. e., the divine 
nature) united himself so closely and intimately 
with the human nature, that one person is made 
from these two united natures. Person, in philo- 
sophical language, is a rational existence, (beasts 
then are not persons,) which has tts being and 
subsistence in itself, (subjectum intelligens, vo- 
lens, libere agens.) ‘Thus Boéthius in his book, 
‘de persona et natura,’ cap. 2. The abstract 
of person, or the existence of such a being, is 
called personaktas. This union, therefore, in 
being personal, (unio personalis,) is distin- 
guished from the other kinds of union of God 
with his creatures, and even from that of God 
(the Father) with the man Jesus; vide s. 101. 
We may say that the triune God is in some 
sense united with Jesus. But neither the Fa- 
ther nor the Holy Spirit have so connected 
themselves with the human nature of Christ, 
that we can say that the Father or the Holy 
Spirit became man. This can be said, on the 
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authority of the Bible, only of the Son of God. 
The condition which arises from this union is 
called wnio (wou); the beginning of this 
union, or the act of uniting, wnitio, which is 
therefore synonymous with incarnatio, (évadpxi 
os.) ‘This personal union is a real, not simply 
a moral, mystical, or figurative union; still it is 
a supernatural union, such that one nature is, as 
it were, penetrated by the other (permeata;) al- 
though the manner, the internal modus, of this 
is to us inexplicable, and such that the most in- 
timate connexion subsists between the two in 
their mutual actions. Theologians call this 
union of one nature with the other, and their 
mutual relations, wepyyupyous, observing, how- 
ever, that no mixture (obyyvos) of the two na- 
tures takes place, and also that this union is in- 
separable and indissoluble, (dyapiozws.) Other 
distinctions and terminologies, which had their 
rise in the controversies relating to this subject, 
may be seen ins. 103. 


Il. Effects of this Personal Union of the Two Natures; 
and the Consequences deduced from it. 


(1) The impersonality, évvrostacia, imperso- 
nalitas, of the man Jesus, or of the human nature 
of Christ. Theologians maintain that the hu- 
man nature of Christ does not subsist in itself, 
but in the person of the Son of God, or that in 
itself it is dyvréoraros, and that it has éyvmoora- 
otaov in him. For, if personality is ascribed to 
the human nature of Christ, he must be con- 
ceived as composed of two distinct persons. 
This distinction was directed principally against 
the opinions ascribed to the Nestorians, and 
also against the opinions of the Apollinarians, 
Monothelete and Agnoéte. If we would form 
any clear idea from this distinction, we must 
understand it, not in a physical, but in a moral 
sense, as Ernesti remarks in his programm *“ De 
incarnatione.”’ All that is intended by it is this, 
that the man Jesus never was a mere man, and 
never acted from simple human power (4@’ éav- 
zov), in any such way as to be separated from 
the Son of God, and, as it were, independent of 
him. And this is the representation of the New 
Testament. When, therefore, Christ says, J do, 
T teach, &c., he speaks of the whole Christ, in 
which the divine is the superior and reigning 
nature, by which the inferior or human nature is 
governed and used as an instrument, just as we, 
when we speak of ourselves, owr persons, mean 
soul and body together. 

Note.—In this way, and in this way only, can 
we explain the fact that Christ should speak of 
himself in the very same discourse, and indeed 
in the very same sentence, as man, and aguin im 
such terms as the eternal and immutable Goa 
alone uses of himself—e. g., John, xvii. 5s 
“‘Glorify me with the glory which I had with 
thee before the world was;’’ in the same man- 
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ner as, when we speak of ourselves, we some- 
times employ terms which are applicable only 
to a spiritual nature, and, at other times, terms 
which are applicable only to a corporeal nature ; 
the former in relation to the soul, the latter in 
relation to the body; because these two natures 
are united in us in one person. 

(2) Another consequence deduced from this 
community of the two natures is, that one nature 
communicates its own attributes to the other, (com- 
municare idiomata. ) 

(a) If by this statement it is meant that the 
properties of each of the two natures are regarded 
as belonging to the whole person, it is unobjec- 
tionable. For in the very same way we ascribe 
to man the attributes of soul and body, though 
exceedingly diverse. Accordingly, the New 
Testament and the discourses of Christ himself 
represent that the glory which Christ, as to his 
divine nature, had with the Father from eternity, 
belonged also to his human nature, and, so far as 
this nature was susceptible of this glory, was 
communicated to it, and became particularly 
visible from the commencement of his state of 
exaltation. Vide John, xvii. 5; Phil. ii. 9—11. 
Cf. s. 101. 

(b) There is great objection, however, to the 
apinion, that all the attributes of one nature are 
really (interne et realiter) communicated to the 
other. But the strict Lutheran theologians of the 
sixteenth century, and especially Chemnitz, were 
led by their views respecting the Lord’s supper 
to insist strongly upon this opinion. Vide s. 
103, II. To meet the objections which would 
be brought against it, they made the following 
limitations—viz., 

(a) Because the Deity is incapable of change, 
the attributes of the human were not commu- 
nicated to the divine nature, but only the attri- 
butes of the divine to the human. This com- 
municatio idiomatum was not, then, mutual or 
reciprocal, 

(8) .2l/ the attributes of the divine nature can- 
not be communicated to the human, but only the 
attributa operativa, (those which imply action 
and activity,) e. g., omnipotence, goodness, jus- 
tice, &c. The atiributa quiescentia, (those which 
imply rest and inaction,) e. g., infinity, eternity, 
&c., are incommunicable, Vide s. 18, III. 2. 

But this opinion, after all these fine distinc- 
tions, is not founded in the scriptures, and the 
texts cited in its behalf do not prove it. Vide 
infra, de propositionibus idiomaticis. Moreover, 
it is liable to many objections. 

(x) Nothing more was necessary in order to 
the action of the human nature of Christ, than 
forit to be determined and impelled by the di- 
vine nature in something the same way as the 
human body is impelled by the soul; in which 
caso each part retains its own attributes, and 
there is no necessity for the attributes of the 
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soul to be communicated to the body. This was 
the view of many of the most ancient and or- 
thodox fathers of the church. 

(2) The attributes of the Deity are insepara- 
ble, Where there is One, there are all. And no 
conception, certainly no clear conception, can be 
formed of such a division. The divine nature 
is altogether incapable of change. And if the 
human nature were changed in any essential 
respect, Christ could not continue a true man. 

(2) Christ himself said, that as a man he was 
unacquainted with many things. He changed 
his place asa man. He learned, and increased 
in wisdom. How, then, can I say, that as a 
man he was omniscient, omnipresent, and all- 
wise? 

-It is far better to be content with the more 
simple and more scriptural opinion, that each 
nature retained its peculiar attributes, and that 
the human nature was supported, guided, and 
endowed with strength and wisdom by the di- 
vine nature, whenever there was occasion. Vide 
s. 100, 101. And many good Lutheran theolo- 
gians, even of the sixteenth century, acknow- 
ledged that this was sufficient. 

(3) Still another consequence deduced from 
the personal union of the two natures is the 
communio operationum—i. e., all the actions 
done by either of the two natures must be con- 
sidered as the actions of the whole person. So 
whether Christ acts from the impulse of the di- 
vine nature, or as man, in either case the whole 
person acts. In the same way the actions of 
a man, whether of his soul or his body, are 
ascribed, without hesitation, to the whole per- 
son. The most rational and intelligible opinion 
on this subject, however, is this, that the hu- 
manity of Christ is the instrument by which his 
deity acts; though in such a manner that the 
peculiar attributes and properties of his humani- 
ty are not set aside. In all those actions, there- 
fore, where the humanity of Christ had occasion 
for instruction, support, and guidance, it re- 
ceived the same from his divinity. Such actions 
(and all which belong to his mediatorial work 
are such) are called by theologians, operationes 
deoviriles. Vide s. 103, I. 1. 

The ancients expressed the same thing by 
saying that there was one will in Christ, and 
that his humanity assented to the will of his di- 
vinity, and acted according'to it. So Nestorius, 
and even the orthodox of that age. But after 
the controversy of the catholics with the Mono- 
theleta, the former advocated two wills in 
Christ, the latter only one. Vide s. 102, V. 

(4) From the theory of the personal union, 
and the communication of attributes, various for- 
mule and modes of speech have been derived. 
Only a part of them occur in the scriptures. 
The rest, which should have been omitted, were 
occasioned by theological controversies. They 
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are called propositiones, and are divided into two 
principal classes. Respecting all the minutia 
of this subject, vide Baumgarten, Glaubens- 
Sehre, where they are treated at length. [Cf. 
also Hahn, s. 94, s. 445.] 


\. « Propositiones Personales sive Hypostatice”—i. 
€., such as are derived from the notion of the Per- 
sonal Union itself of the Two Natures in Christ. 
These are again divided into two classes. 


(1) Propositions in which the peculiar proper- 
ties of either of the two natures are ascribed to 
the whole person, or in which the concrete of the 
person is connected with the concrete of either of 
the two.natures—e. g., Christ is man, the son of 
man, the son of David, where the concrete of the 
person is connected with the concrete of the 
human nature; or, Christ is God, the only begot- 
ten Son of God (in the theological sense), where 
the concrete of the person is connected with the 
concrete of the divine nature. Such propositions 
occur in the Bible and occasion no mistake. 

(2) Propositions in which the concrete of one 
nature is predicated of the other nature (concreta 
naturarum de se invicem predicantur)—e. g., 
God is man, the man Jesus is God, the son of 
Mary, or of David, is God. Theologians observe 
here, that the case is not the same with the ab- 
stracta naturarum. ‘Thus it would be improper 
to say, the humanity (of Christ) zs the deity (of 
Christ.) Anciently, in the fourth and fifth cen- 
turies, such propositions were frequently em- 
ployed, vide s. 102; but they were objected to 
by Nestorius. They are indeed capable of a 
proper explanation, but they easily occasion 
mistake. Besides, they have no analogy; as 
nobody says, animus est corpus, corpus est ant- 
mus, &c. ‘The texts which are appealed to 
(Rom. i. 3; Luke, i. 35; Matt. xvi. 13, 16) are 
notin point. For the appellation, Son of God, 
in these texts, may be the name of person and 
of office, and is not necessarily the name of na- 
ture. In the text, 1 Cor. xv. 47, **the second 
Adam is the Lord from heaven,” xvptos also is 
the name of person, and not of nature. 


II. « Propositiones Idiomatice, sive de Communica- 
tione Idiomatum ;” such as denote the Communi- 
cation of Attributes, (* Idiomata, Proprietates, 
Affectiones.”) These, again, are divided into two 
principal classes. 


(1) Propositions in which the attributes of one 
nature are ascribed to the whole person (named 
from one of the two natures), or in which the 
subject is either a concrete of person or a con- 
crete of nature, but the predicate is an idioma of 
the divine or human nature. These are divided 
into three classes—viz., : 

(A) Propositions in which the attributes and 
actions of one nature or the other are ascribed 
to the whole person; or, where the subject is a 
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concretum persone, but the predicate an édiuma 
alterutrius nature. A proposition of this kind 
is called ¢diomatica, or, autidorixn, (arr Soars, 
retributio.) This has analogy in its favour— 
e. g., man (the soul) thinks ; man (the body) cats. 
In this case, both of these actions are predicated 
of the whole person, Such propositions fre- 
quently occur in the scriptures—e. g., Christ 
suffered, rose from the dead, wrought miracles by 
his own power, ts mortal, is omnipotent. Thus 
in John, xvi. 51, «J (the whole person speaks) 
came from heaven, (the divine nature;”’) John, 
x, 12, «I lay down my life (the human nature) 
for the sheep ;” and in many other texts. Vide 
Morus, p. 143, s. 4. 

(B) Propositions in which the attributes pecu- 
liar to each nature are predicated of the same, or 
in which the subject is a concrete of one nature, 
and the predicate an zdéoma of the same nature; 
as when we say, the soul is immortal, the body is 
mortal. Thus Matt. ii. 1, Jesus was born; Acts, 
ll. 22, 23, Jesus was crucified; or, making the 
subject a concrete of the divine nature, the only 
begotten Son of God, (if this name is given to the 
divine nature,) was from the beginning, created 
the world, is omnipotent, &c. This language is 
very common in the Bible; and the nature 
which is the subject of discourse is often ex- 
pressly mentioned—e. g., Christ xara capxa. 
Vide Morus, p. 142, s. 1, n. 1. 

(C) Propositions in which the peculiar attri- 
butes of one nature are predicated of the other. 
These propositions are divided into two classes, 
corresponding to the two natures in Christ. 

(a) Propositions in which the attributes of 
the human nature are predicated of the divine 
nature, or where the subject is a concretum di- 
vine nature, but the predicate an zdioma nature 
humane. This is called (dvortoiqous, because 
the divine nature appropriates to itself what be- 
longs to the human nature. The texts cited as 
examples are the following:—viz., Gal. iv. 4, 
«¢God sent his Son, born of a woman;”’ Rom. 
vy. 10, «« We are reconciled with God, through 
the death of his Son;”’ Acts, ili. 15, «The prince 
(auctor) of life was slain ;”? 1 Cor. ii. 8, “« Ye 
have crucified the Lord of glory ;”’ but especially 
Acts, xx. 28, «God bought the church with his 
blood.”? But the reading in the last passage is 
very uncertain. Vides. 37. And though some 
of these and other texts may possibly be exam- 
ples in point, they are not distinctly so. For 
the appellation Son, Son of God, in these pas- 
sages, may be the name of the whole person of 
the God-man (Messiah), and is not necessarily 
the name of the divine nature. 

(b) Propositions in which the attributes of 
the divine nature are predicated of the human 
nature; or in which the subject is a concrete of 
the human nature, but the predicate an attribute 
of the divine nature. This is called, xowane 
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Tov Yeloav, SC. uwoparur, peradoois, brteprpworsy 
BéATLwors, genus Onyn WaT LLOV, sive majestaticum, 
because divine attributes are communicated to 
the man Jesus—e. g., Jesus, or the Son of man, 
is almighty, omnipresent, omniscient, &c. The 
most probable texts are John, iii. 13; vi. 62, 
«The Son of man will return to heaven, where 
he was before.” But these do not teach that 
divine attributes are communicated to the human 
nature of Christ; and, in truth, the phrase Yvds 
dvQpazov here denotes the whole person, the 
Messiah, although the appellation is taken from 
his humanity. The texts, Matt. xxviii. 18, 20, 
«s All power is given to me in heaven and in 
earth,” and “ I am with you,” &c., (from which 
the communication of omnipotence and omnipre- 
sence to the humanity of Christ has been con- 
cluded,) are irrelevant to this point; for they 
treat of the state of exaltation, and the whole 
Christ speaks of himself, and not merely his 
humanity. For other texts, vide Morus, p. 
144, n. 3. 

Note.—This whole third class of propositions 
was disapproved even by many of the ancient 
fathers, who were of the opinion that it should 
he entirely discarded, because it has no clear 
authority from scripture. So Origen and many 
others. But Cyril and Leo the Great, in the 
fifth century, advocated these propositions in 
opposition to Nestorius. And in the seven- 
teenth century, Chemnitz and the “Form of 
Concord” brought them again into vogue; and 
especially the genus propos. auchematicum, on 
account of their bearing on the doctrine of the 
Lord’s supper, Morus, ], |. n. 2. 

They ought to be discarded for the following 
reasons—viz., (1) They have no clear support 
from scripture; vide supra. (2) They are con- 
tradictory to all the analogies to which we can 
appeal in other cases. Who would say, the 
soul dies; the mind eats, digests; the body 
thinks, philosophizes? although, indeed, the 
concretum naturx, man, is used in such cases. 
They give rise tc propositions which, though 
capable of a reasonable explanation, are very 
offensive in their form, and the oceasion of ridi- 
cule from the thoughtless. Such are the fol- 
lowing: God died, and was buried; the man 
Jesus is eternal; Mary was the mother of God; 
one of the Trinity was crucified, &c. All the 
offensiveness of these propositions is removed 
hy using the name of the person, Christ. (3) 
Such expressions lead the great mass of men 
into gross and material conceptions of God, and 
confirm them in such conceptions, which they 
are always inclined to form. For this reason 
they were discarded by Nestorius, though even 
he admitted that they might be explained in 
such a way as to give a true sense. Cf. Morus, 

. 145, n. 2. 

(2) The second class of propositiones idioma- 
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tice comprises those propositions in which the 
works belonging to the mediatorial office cf 
Christ are ascribed to the person, named from 
either of the two natures, or from both united. 
This class is called genus propositionum dzto 
cexeouarexov, from artorenrécuata, effectus sive 
opus, sc. mediatorium. This is thus described 
in the language of the schools: *2potelesmata, 
sive actiones ad opus meciatorium pertinentes 
tribuuntur subjecto, vel ab humana, vel a divina, 
vel ab utraque natura denvminato.”’ ‘This cor- 
responds with analogy; because these actions 
were performed through the union of the two 
natures. Such propositions frequently occur in 
the scriptures, and are founded upon the com- 
munio operationum utriusque nature. Thus t 
can say, Curisr raises the dead, redeems and 
judges men. But I can also say, either that the 
Son of God, (in the theological sense,) or that 
Jesus, the Son of man, does the same things ; 
Luke, ix. 56; Gal. iii. 13; 1 John, ili. 8; Heb 
1, 33 Va o0s 

This genus apotelesmaticum is made very pro 
minent in the *«* Form of Concord,” on accourm 
of the controversy in the sixteenth century be 
tween Osiander and Stancarus, theologians ot 
K6nigsberg. Osiander taught that Christ atoned 
for the sins of men only as God, and not as man. 
Stancarus, on the other hand, taught that the 
human nature only, and not the divine, was 
concerned in the mediatorial work. The other 
theologians decided justly that both natures 
were here concerned. ‘These two theologians, 
indeed, expressed themselves inaptly, but ap- 
pear not to have been so unscriptural in their 
opinions as many supposed them to be. Osian- 
der only designed by his declarations to exhibit, 
in a clear light, the high worth of the merits of 
Christ; and Stancarus only wished to obviate 
the mistake that Christ endured sufferings and 
death as God. As for the rest, vide Morus, p. 
146, last note. : 


CHAPTER IV. 


THE WORK OF CHRIST, AND WHAT HAS BEEN 
EFFECTED BY IT. 


SECTION CY. 


SCRIPTURAL NAMES AND DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 
WORKS OF CHRIST, AND THEIR SALUTARY EF- 
FECTS; ALSO, THE NAMES OF CHRIST AS THE 
SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD. 


I. General Names of the Works of Christ for the 
good of Men. 


(1) “Epyov is frequently used in the New Tes- 
tament in the discourses of Christ himself, John, 
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ir. 345; xvii.4. It signifies the business, works, 
which he had undertaken. In the passages 
eited, his business is called %pyou vov marpos, or 
tov xéuarros; because it is considered as a 
commission given him by the Father. It is 
also called éyzoay, mandatum, commission, John, 
x. 18; xii. 49. 

(2) Many ecclestastical terms were afterwards 
adopted in addition to these scriptural terms. 
Among these is the word munus, which is very 
appropriate, as it means business, work; and 
thus answers to %pyov. The word officium was 
used in the same sense, and became the most 
common name for the work of Christ in the 
Latin charch. ‘Tertullian says (con. Mare. iii. 
16), respecting Christ, “‘ Ofictum prophet, 
nuntiantis divinam voluntatem.” Hilarius, of 
Poictiers, in the fourth century, says, ‘ Officium 
Christi proprium cognitionem Dei afferre,’’ and 
‘¢ Offictum Christi penale.’’ These terms were 
retained in the protestant church, and officium 
and officia were the most common terms with 
Melancthon, Chemnitz, and others. But be- 
cause, in Germany, munus and officium were 
cormmonly rendered by words which denoted 
offices, posts of honour, (Germ. Amt, Ehrenamt,) 
they were so rendered here, and in this way 
occasion was given to associate several incor- 
rect ideas with this subject. So they spoke of 
the mediatorial office of Christ, instead of his 
mediatorial work; and of the three offices of 
Christ, instead of his threefold work, or the 
three parts of his mediatorial work. On ac- 
count of this ambiguity of the words offictum 
and munus, Ernesti preferred to say, ** De opere 
Christi salutari.’’ 


II. General Description of the Objects of the Mission 
of Christ, and of the Benefits flowing to Men 
through him. 


(1) In some passages the object of his advent 
to the earth is stated in general terms to be to 
rescue men from their unhappy condition, and 
to transfer them into a more happy situation— 
e. g., John, iii. 16, «* Those who believe in him 
shall not be miserable, (u7 dronavosar,) but 
shall become happy, (Cany tyew.)” Also, Heb. 
ix. 15, where dzoatrpwots means /iberatio ab in- 
fortunio, and xdnpovoyia, possessio beatitatis. 
Cf. Luke, xix. 10; 1 Tim. i. 15. Christ is 
said to have come, 1 John, iii. 5, 8, duaprias 
aipew and avew tpya tov Safonov, peceata. The 
word odfew which occurs frequently in these 
passages, like the Hebrew ywin, involves the 
two ideas of freeing from misery and translat- 
ing into a happy condition. The same is true 
of the word corxpia. E 

(2) In other passages the benefits which 
Christ has bestowed, and his desert of the hu- 
man race, are comprised in a shorter descrip- 
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mentioned—e. g., John, i. 17, which treats of 
the great advantages which Christianity has 
over the Mosaic doctrine and institute, (v6pL05.) 
Christianity bestows the greatest blessings, 
xapus xa’ Grr Seva—assurance of the most sincere 
love of God, or of his free, unmerited grace, and 
of his truth. John, xiv. 6, «I am the way, the 
truth, and the life’—i. e., I am he through 
whom you come to God, who qualifies you to 
enter the abodes of the blessed; and this my 
promise is true; you may safely confide in it; 
Tam the author and giver of life—i. e., of hap- 
piness. Heb. ii. 14, « By his death he deprived 
the devil, the author of all injury and wretched- 
ness, of his power to harm; he freed us from the 
fear of death, and procured us the pardon of our 
sins.”” The passage, 1 Cor. i. 30, should be 
cited in this connexion: «Through him God 
has bestowed upon us true wisdom—has esta- 
blished a dispensation which truly deserves the 
name of a wise dispensation, (in opposition to 
the pretended wisdom of men, ver. 21 ;) he is 
the cause of our forgiveness—God pardons us 
on his account; he sanetifies us through him, 
(after forgiveness has been bestowed;) to him 
we owe deliverance from the power, dominion, 
and punishment of sin.” 


IIL. Scriptural Titles which are given to Christ as 
the Saviour of the World. 


The names, Messiah, Christ, King, Lord, 
which denote the elevation and dignity of 
Christ, have also a reference to the benefits 
which he bestowed upon us, and to the works 
which he performed for the good of men. For 
he is Messiah, J<ing, Lord, for the very purpose 
of delivering us from misery, and of bestowing 
blessings upon us. These titles have been con- 
sidered, s. 89, 98. Their doctrinal meaning, 
then, as applied to this subject, is Dwenp, (x00- 
pov,) Saviour, Benefactor of men. The follow- 
ing titles imply more directly the idea of his 
being the Benefactor of our race. 

(1) ‘Iyootg. This is indeed the name by 
which he is more properly distinguished as 
man; but at the same time it may have been 
given to him as a significant name, dencting his 
future works and destination, according to the 
custom in giving names, common in the East. 
Indeed, the New Testament expressly declares 
that he received this name by divine appoint- 
ment, on the command of the angel : Suoev rady 
adrov arto duaproay, Matt. i. 21; Luke, i. 313 
ii. 21. This name was common among the 
Jews at the time of Christ, and is the name of 
the Jewish leader, Joshua, which is accordingly 
rendered ‘Ijoovs by the LXX., and Heb. iv. ® 
The Hebrew name yi or yyw is derived from 
yes, Hiph. van, which answers to outew, (a8 
out npLa does to yvs,) and signifies, according te 


tion, and only partieuiar parts of his work are | Hebrew and Greek usage, n:t merely @ deli= 


@a&h 


374 


verer, but in general, a benefactor, one who be- 
stows blessings. <A ee : 

(2) Scrap. This word agrees in signification 
with ‘Ijoovs, and answers to the old German 
word, Heiland, (Saviour.) For ow¢yp denotes 
one who has not only saved a person from ex- 
tremity and wretchedness, but translated him 
into a happy condition, Cicero says, (in Verr. 
ii. 63,) “Is est Soter, qui salutem dedit,”’ and 
remarks that it is “ta magnum, ut latino uno 
verbo exprimi non possit. Vide Ernesti, Cl. Cic. 
inh. v. In this sense the Greeks applied it to 
their gods—e. g., to Jupiter, (so also it is applied 
to God, Luke, i. 47;) also to their rulers—e. g., 
Antiochus, Ptolemy Soter. So Philo names the 
emperor. The LXX. give this name to Moses 
and other Jewish leaders. Christ now is called 
in the New Testament, by way of eminence, 
Sarnp tov xdsmov, the Saviour of the world, the 
Benefactor of the human race, Luke, ii. 11; John 
iv. 42. So when the word owew is spoken of 
Christ, it signifies fo bless; and cwlduevor, the 
blessed, is a name given to pious Christians, 2 
Cor. ii. 15; and corzpla signifies all the bless- 
edness which Christians receive from Christ, not 

,only in the life which is to come, but in that 
which now is, 1 Pet. i. 10, seq. 

(3) Meotrys. This word was used in various 
senses by the ancients. Among the Greeks it 
meant conciliator, (a negotiator, or peace-maker 
between contending parties,) sponsor, arbiter. 
When this term is applied to Christin the New 
Testament, it is taken from Moses, and implies 
a comparison of Moses with Christ. Moses is 
called by Philo (de v. Mos.), and by Paul; Gal. 
iii. 19, weovrns, in the sense of mediator, ambas- 
sador, negotiator (internuntius, interpretes), as 
mediator between God and the Israelites ; because 
he spoke and acted in the name of the Israelites 
with God, and in the name of God with the 
Israelites. The passage, Deut. v. 5, where 
Moses describes himself as standing ava pécov 
Kupvov xat Aaov, affords the origin of this appel- 
lation. With this the works of Christ were com- 
pared; he was called, 1 Timothy, ii. 5, ueovrns 
@zov xow dvSpuztov, partly inasmuch as he treats 
with God in the name of men, and does with 
God everything which is possible for our good; 
and partly because he treats with men in the 
name of God, and, as his ambassador, founds a 
new institute, and assures to men the compla- 
cency and favour of God. In this respect he is 
called, Heb. viii. 6, mecitns xpertzovos diaSy- 
wns ix. 14, xavvns dvadyxns, the founder of a 
new and more excellent dispensation than the 
ancient Mosaic dispensation. Cf, xii. 24. 

(4) 'O xpodyrzs, s21, the prophet, an ancient 
Jewish appellation of the Messiah, since he was 
conceived to be the greatest of all the messen- 
gers and teachers sent from God. This term is 
derived principally from the passage, Deut. 
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xviii. 15, which is referred to Jesus by Peter, 
Acts, iii. 22, seq.; and by Stephen, Acts, Vii. 
37.” Vides. 91. 

(5) ‘O Goszonos. This appellation occurs 
Heb. v. 1, andoroxos—r75 Gmonoyvas Fuov—i. Css 
the messenger, ambassador of God, whom we 
(Christians) profess. Christ frequently, espe- 
cially in John, applies to himself the phrase o» 
dnéorecacy 6 @cos, John, Xvii. 

The various other titles which were given to 
Christ, from the particular benefits which he 
conferred upon men, including the figurative 
names, apytepeds, duvos, austearos, Sipa, will be 
noticed in their proper places. 


SECTION CVI. 


WHAT IS CONSIDERED IN THE SCRIPTURES AS PRO- 
PERLY BELONGING TO THE WORK WHICH CHRIST 
PERFORMED FOR THE GOOD OF MEN}; EXPLANA- 
TION OF THE WORD *‘ REDEMPTION,” AS USED IN 
THE BIBLE; AND WHAT IS THE MOST CONVE- 
NIENT AND NATURAL ORDER AND CONNEXION 
FOR EXHIBITING THE DOCTRINE OF THE ENTIRE 
MERITS OF CHRIST. 


I. What belongs to the Work of Christ, or to 
Redemption. 

(1) Tue declaration of his doctrine, and in- 
struction respecting it. To this many of the 
titles applied to him refer: as 6 xpop7jzys, 6 aztda- 
tonos, (Ss. 105,) didacxanros, x. 7.2. Respecting 
the discharge of his office as teacher, vide s. 94. 
It needs only to be remarked here, that instruc- 
tion in this divine doctrine is by no means men- 
tioned in the New Testament as the on/y object 
of the advent of Christ; still it is represented as 
a great object, and as an essential part of his work 
upon the earth, or of the work of redemption. 
So he himself represents it. In John, xvii. 3, 4, 
he expressly mentions instruction in the true 
religion (‘that they should acknowledge thee 
as the true God’’) as belonging to the Zpyov 
which was given him by the Father to do; and 
in John, xviii. 37, he says, that he was born 
and had come into the world in order to propa- 
gate the true religion, (da7Seav.) He every- 
where taught that he was lawgiver and king 
so far as he was a true, an infallible teacher ; 
that he reigned over the minds of men, not by 
external power and constraint, (like the kings 
of the earth,) but by the internal power of the 
truth which he preached. Cf. John, iii. 34+ 
xii. 49, 50. 

(2) The sufferings and death which he endured 
for the good of men. This, too, Christ himself 
always mentions as an essential part of this work 
—e. g., John, iii. 14, seq. In the allegory, 
John, vi. 51, where he compares himself with 
the manna, he means by the bread of heaven tha 
doctrine respecting his person, and especially re- 
specting the sacrifice of his body for the good 
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of men, (trip Cus tov xdouov;) which he ineul- 
cates as a doctrine of the first importance. In 
John, xii. 27, he says, “For this purpose (to 
die for the good of men, vide ver. 24) God had 
brought him into such distress, and therefore he 
would readily and cheerfully endure it.” Cf. 
John, xiv. 31. The institution of the Lord’s 
Supper was designated to commemorate ‘his 
blood shed for the remission of sins;’? Matt. 
xxvi. 28. That Christ died for the good of all 
men is the universal doctrine of all the apostles; 
Heb. ii. 9. Paul calls this suffering of Jesus 
traxo7; Rom. v. 19, coll. Phil. ii. 8; Heb. v. 
8; because he endured it in obedience to the 
will of God. He contrasts it with the rapaxon 
of Adam, and says that by it we have obtained 
forgiveness and the remission of sins. If, then, 
we would adhere to the declarations of the 
Scriptures, we shall not separate this part from 
the other; but consider them both, one as much 
as the other, as belonging to the work of Christ. 

Many indeed maintain that the annunciation 
and diffusion of his doctrine was the only object 
of the fe of Christ upon earth, and that his 
death is to be considered merely as a martyr- 
dom, by which he gave an example and pattern 
of steadfastness and devotion to the will of God, 
and a confirmation of the truth of his doctrine. 
But, 

(a) The assertion that this was the only object 
of his life is inconsistent with the declarations 
of scripture. We do not find that the scriptures 
particularly mention his death as an example of 
steadfastness ; at least, they do not dwell upon 
this view, or regard it as the principal point. 
Remission of sins and eternal life are mentioned 
by Christ himself as the principal object which 
he had in view, John, iii. 16; Matt. xxvi. 

(4) As to the other assertion, that his doctrine 
was proved and confirmed by his death, we find 
not a single passage among all that speak of his 
death and the object of it which give us to un- 
derstand that the truth and divinity of his reli- 
gion was proved and confirmed by this means, 
although they were so by his resurrection and 
ascension. 'The passage, Heb. ii. 10, cannot be 
appealed to in proof of this assertion; for dua 
nosnudcrev means, after sufferings and death had 
been endured, and refers to Christ. Nor can the 
passage, John, xvil. 19, be appealed to, “I have 
sanctified (according to some, sacrificed) myself, 
that they also might be sanctified by the truth.” 
The meaning of this passage is: «I have entirely 
consecrated (as ver. 17) myself to this service, in 
order to give them an example which they should 
follow in the proclamation of the true religion 5 
tha they also may deny themselves, take up 
my cross, renounce all worldly prospects, and 
live solely for me and my cause.” Thus we 
see that on this subject the opinions of Christ 
and of the first Christians were entirely differ- 
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ent from those above mentioned; and we ought 
not to ascribe to those times and writers the 
ideas which are now current among so many. 
But, in not considering the death of Christ as 
designed to confirm the truth of his doctrines, 
the scriptures are entirely right. And if they 
had so considered it, they would plainly have 
been wrong. It is strange that those who ad- 
vocate this point should have overlooked this. 
For, 

(c) The steadfast death of a martyr can never 
prove the truth of the doctrine for which he dies ; 
for almost all religions can point to their heroic 
martyrs. His own firm belief of the truth for 
which he died is all that can be concluded from 
the death of a martyr. The religion of Jesus, 
therefore, would have a very uncertain ground 
if it rested upon this fact, and depended for 
proof upon this argument. Besides, although 
Jesus died with great firmness and magnani- 
mity, it is still certain that he did not endure 
death with that tranquillity and joy which have 
been admired in so many martyrs of the Chris- 
tian and the other religions. Consider his 
agony in Gethsemane, Luke, xxii., and previ- 
ously, John, xii. 27. If this, then, were all, 
Jesus has been surpassed by many martyrs® 
Vide s. 95, II. 

(d) During the short continuance of his office 
as teacher, Jesus did not exhibit the whole com- 
pass of the doctrines of his religion, even to his 
apostles, because he was with them but a short 
time, and the truths to be taught were many, and 
the disciples were as yet incapable of receiving 
most of them; John, xvi. 12. It was not till 
after his death that these doctrines, in all their 
extent, were exhibited, developed, and applied 
by the apostles, and were at the same time in- 
creased by the addition of many others about 
whicn Jesus had said nothing clearly. He de- 
signed to prepare the ground, and to begin to 
sow, but they were to enter into the full harvest; 
John, iv. If, then, as is frequently said, he de- 
signed to seal or confirm his doctrine by his 
death, he could only confirm so much of it as he 
himself had already taught, leaving us in uncer- 
tainty respecting the rest, and respecting its 
whole later development. 

(e) If the writers of the New Testament be- 
lieved that Jesus lived upon the earth merely fox 
the purpose of teaching, it is hard to see why 
they should aseribe such distinguished excel 


‘lences to his person; and why the Deity should 


be united with him in a manner in which it never 
was with any other man, or any other created 
being. As a mere man, he might have been 
taught by God, and have preached a doctrine 
revealed to him by God, and have founded a 
new religion and religious institutions, as Moses 
and the prophets did, and afterwards the apos- 
tles themselves. He himself delivered only the 
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smallest part of his doctrines; nor did he widely 
disseminate even these. He, taught only three 
years, in a few provinces, within the smal] cir- 
cuit of Judea and Galilee; and he saw but little 
fruit of his labours. The apostles, on the other 
hand, lived through a long course of years, added 
to the number of the doctrines of the Christian 
religion, and widened their scope, disseminated 
them through many countries, and saw the hap- 
piest results oftheir labours. In short, they did, 
as Christ himself predicted, greater things than 
he himself accomplished ; John, xiv. 12. Were 
Christ, then, a mere teacher, he must in many 
respects give place to his apostles, and rank as 
inferior to them. On this supposition, he would 
only have the preference of originating, founding, 
and giving the tone to his religion; while, on 
the contrary, according to the representations of 
the apostles, and before them of John the Bap- 
tist, he had an infinite superiority over them, 
and over all the teachers who had preceded or 
would follow them. These had done and could 
do nothing which could bear any comparison 
with what he had done for the human race; for 
to him alone are men indebted for their entire 
happiness here and hereafter. Even John the 
Baptist, whom Christ described as the greatest 
of all prophets, esteemed himself unworthy to 
offer him the most menial service; John, i. and 
iii, 28—36. ‘+ Whosoever believes in him has 
eternal life.” Where was this ever said of a 
prophet or apostle? Where is it said that who- 
ever believes on Moses or Paul has eternal life? 
The writers of the New Testament, then, must 
have supposed, if they do not speak and judge 
quite inconsistently, that the design of God, in 
the mission and death of Christ, extended to 
something more than mere instruction and ex- 
ample. 'They must have believed that he was 
a far more exalted person than any human 
teacher who preceded or would follow him. 

(f) Where is it said, respecting James, Ste- 
phen, or any other martyr, that he died for men ? 
But this would have been said of them if this 
language had meant nothing more than giving 
an example and furnishing confirmation to a 
coctrine. Paul himself protests against this 
idea, as derogetory to Christ, and abhorrent to 
the feengs of Christians, 1 Cor. i. 13. 


ff. Explanation of the word drodsrpwois or brpwors, 
(Redemption,) and a development of the idea 
contained in it. 


(1) The primary and literal signification of 
Avtpde is, to redeem by the payment of a ransom 
of money or something else. For avcpoy is pre- 
tium redemptionis, and is used by the LXX. to 
translate the Hebrew 53, Exodus, xxx. 12, 
seq Thus it is used, e. g., when speaking of 
redemption from captivity or slavery, which is 
eltected by the payment of a ransom, or when 
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speaking of a person’s property which is in the. 
hands of another, and which he then redeems. 
In this sense avrpde frequently corresponds to 
the Hebrew words xa and m9, and avepases to 
the substantives derived from them—e. g., Lev 
xxv. 25, 30, 48, 49. But, 

(2) Avzpovy and abrpwos frequently convey 
the general idea of any resewe and deliverance 
from an unhappy situation, as from slavery ; or 
deliverance from any other, even moral evil, 
without either the literal payment of a ransom, 
or anything like it; precisely like m7> and x2. 
Slavery and captivity so often befel the Hebrews 
that they were in the habit of comparing every 
species of wretchedness with this severe cala- 
mity. Captivity stood with them for great ca- 
lamity; as Job, xlii. 10, God freed Job from 
captivity when he restored him to health and 
prosperity. Caplured people, Ps. liii. 7, signi- 
fies wnhappy people. Every deliverance from 
misfortune, even where no ransom, in the literal 
sense, was paid, was with them arcpecs; the 
deliverer, xvzpa77ys; the means of deliverance, 
avzpoy, as Morus properly translates it. It is 
not said merely of deliverance from bodily evil, 
but is transferred to spiritual evil. According- 
ly, the LXX. frequently translate m1> and bya by 
owSew, Job, xxxiii. 28; and by fiecSas, Is. 1. 25 
which are then synonymous with avzpoop. 

(3) The writers of the New Testament foliow 
this Hebrew and Hebrew-Greek usage, and em- 
ploy these words to denote any preservation and 
deliverance, even in cases where no ransom, in 
the proper sense, is paid—e. g., uépa aztoraurpa- 
oews, Eph. iv. 30; éyyifev axtorbrpwors, Luke, 
Xxl. 28; and dxorbzpacrs tov ooparos, Rom. 
viii. 23; and Moses is called, Acts, vii. 35, the 
avtparns of the Israelites, although he paid no 
ransom for them. In this sense is dstoavrpwors 
applied by Jews and Christians to the Messiah, 
and denotes, when spoken of him, the reseue and 
deliverance which he has procured for us. 

In all the variety of their opinions respecting 
the Messiah and his designs, the Jews differed 
also in opinion respecting this deliverance which 
they were expecting from him. 

(a) Many Jews, who supposed the Messiah 
would be a temporal ruler, placed this axbzpaces 
Aaov, principally, at least, in a temporal deliver- 
ance of their nation from its enemies and op- 
pressors. Cf. avrpovy ‘Iopayx spoken of the 
Messiah, Luke, xxiv. 21; which is expressed 
by axoxasusravar Bacvrslay 7a ‘Topa7ar, Acts, i. 6. 

(6) But those of the Jews who were better 
instructed understood this dxoaitpwcts which 
was ascribed to the Messiah in a spiritual and 
moral sense only. In this sense Christ himseif 
and his apostles always understood it. Now it 
Was common to conceive of Sin as having a 
power and dominion which it exercised over 
sinners, (vide s. 85, [.,) and to ccnseive of the 
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author of sin (the deceiver of our first parents) 
‘n the same way; and so of Death, (the conse- 
quence and punishment of sin,) which is de- 
scribed as a tyrant, who has men in his power. 
One who perishes, or becomes miserable, is his 
_ Captive and slave. But, according to the repre- 
sentations of the New Testament, Christ frees us 
(a) from the power and dominion of sin by means 
of instruction and counsel received by us in faith. 
"Aaysera EnevSepacee duas—Vids buds ExevSepacee, 
x. 7%, John, vili. 32—36. He accomplishes 
this deliverance by means of his doctrine and 
example. But (8) he frees us also from the pu- 
nishment of sin, or procures us forgiveness, by 
his death, (atonement.) We cannot experience 
the good resulting from the first part of this 
redemption, and have no true capacity for it, 
before we are made sure of the second. 

This twofold deliverance is expressed by va- 
rious phrases, which sometimes denote the one 
kind, sometimes the other, and sometimes the 
two together. Among these phrases are the fol- 
lowing :—cafew and auaptcdy, Matthew, i. 215 
xasapilew axo duaptias, John, i. 7,9, &c. So 
also avrpow and avrpaces are used sometimes to 
express the one kind of deliverance or the other, 
and sometimes both together, Heb. ix. 12; 1 
Pet. i. 18; Rom. iii. 24. What is expressed 
by the phrase avrpovy aro ddixvas, Titus, ii. 14, 
is expressed by éacpevv, Gal. i. 45 and Christ 
himself says he gave his life atzpoy av7i xoa- 
awv—i. e,, he died for the delivery and rescue 
of men, Matt. xx. 28. In the same way, the 
other words of buying and redeeming are used 
mostly for every kind of rescue and deliverance, 
and in this sense are transferred to Christ; as, 
Gyopatecy, eSaryopac ew, tL Cor, vi, 23. The 
Lord that bought them,” 2 Pet. ii. 1; Gal. ili. 
Tas) Rev. v. 9. 


Il. The Order and Connexion in which the parti- 
cular topics belonging to the Article respecting the 
Merits of Christ may be most conveniently and 
naturally treated. 

It is most natural here to have respect to the 
twofold object of the mission of Christ; (a) to 
free men from the unhappy condition into which 
they are brought by sin, “that they may not 
perish,” John, iii. 16; and (4) to procure for 
them true happiness in the present and the fu- 
ture world, ‘that they should have eternal 
life,”? John, ubz supra. Hence appears the pro- 
priety, in the systematic treatment of theology, 
of separating the doctrine respecting the work 
(opus) of Christ, from the doctrine respecting 
the good, or the benejits themselves, which Christ 
has procured for us by his work, (beneficia 
Christi.) The first part exhibits the means 
which God employs to recover the human race 
through Christ; the second part, the results of 
what Christ did. This same distinction is made 
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in the holy scriptures in other places besides 
John, iii.; as Rom. v. 9, 10, Savaros is the opus 
Christi ; xavanruyn is the result, or the blessing 
which Christ bestows; 2 Tim. i. 10, “through 
the gospel (opus Christ’) he has brought life and 
immortality to light, (beneficta.)” According to 
the example of the Bible, therefore, the whole 
subject may be arranged in the follow:ng man- 
ner—viz., 

I. Of the work of Christ, or the redemption 
which he has effected,—his mediatorial work. 
(redemptio.) This comprises, 

(1) Deliverance or redemption from the pu- 
nishment of sin, which is effected by his death 
or his blood, together with the doctrine of the 
justification or forgiveness of men, the fruit of 
this redemption. S. 108—115, incl. 

(2) Deliverance from the power and dominion 
of sin, which is effected, through divine assist- 
ance, by the instruction which Christ gives by 
his doctrine and example. S. 116, 117. 

Each of these kinds of deliverance belongs 
equally to this dronxvtpacts, or redemption. Only 
we must have the forgiveness of our past sins, 
and assurance of the same, before we can avail 
ourselves of what is contained in the second 
part. Hence we have adopted this order. An 
so the Bible teaches; we are first pardoned, 
then sanctified. The first is effected by the death 
of Christ, the second, with divine assistance, by 
the instructions of Christ, when received and 
obeyed in faith. 

II. On the result of all these works under- 
taken for the good of men, or the bessedness to 
which men attain in this life and the life to 
come, in consequence of these works, (benefi- 
cia Christi.) S. 118—120, inel. 

But before we enter upon this plan, we must 
say a few words respecting the method com- 
monly pursued, especially in former times, in 
discussing the doctrine of the mediatorial work 
of Christ; s. 107. 


SECTION CVII. 


OF THE METHOD FORMERLY ADOPTED OF CONSI- 
DERING THE WORK OF CHRIST, AS CONSISTING 
OF THE PROPHETIC, PRIESTLY, AND KINGLY 
OFFICES. 


Ir has been for a long time the custom in the 


protestant, and especially in the Lutheran 
church, to consider the mediatorial work of 


‘Christ as consisting of three offices, (mwnera, 


oficia, Germ. Zmiern)—viz., ihe prophetic, 
priestly, and kingly. This method was not 
universal among the Lutherad theologians, 
though it was the most general from the se- 
venteenth century down to the time of Ernesti. 
In 1768—69 he wrote.two Programm, “De 
officio Christi triplici,” which are found in his 
«‘ Opuse. Theolog.,” p. 411, seq., and in which 
212 
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he objects to this method, for many reasons. 
Most of his reasons (for they are not all of 
ecual validity}: have so much weight, that 
Zacharia, Déderlein, and many other protest- 
ant theologians since his time, have pursued an 
entirely different method. Seiler, Less, in his 
«Prakt. Dogmat.”? and others, adhered to the 
old method, and endeavoured to defend it. Also 
Dresde, whose * Obss. in tripartitam divisionem 
nuneris mediatorii;” Vitel. 1778, 4to; contain 
many excellent historical remarks. We shall 
speak first of the origin and history of this me- 
thod, and then of the reasons why it does not 
appear to be proper in the systematic treatment 
of theology. 


I. Origin and History of this Division. 


The title mvin, Xpuszds, Unctus, gave rise to 
this division. In its common use, it properly 
signifies a king. But it was considered accord- 
ing to its etymology, and thus new significa- 
tions were formed. The question was, ** Who, 
in the Old Testament, was anointed, or conse- 
crated to office, by wnction?” ‘This was found 
to have been the custom most frequently with 
respect to kings and priests. Accordingly, 
Arobrosius, Ruffinus, and other ecclesiastical 
fathers, declared that myn denoted the kingly 
and priestly office. But it was found that pro- 
phets also were sometimes anointed. And so 
Clement of Alexandria and others declared that 
Christ was called myn because he was a pro- 
phet. Vide Dresde, s. 5. Now when they saw 
that Christ was actually called king, priest, and 
prophet in the scriptures, they put these two 
things together, and declared that the whole 
mediatorial work of Jesus consisted in these 
three kinds of works. Eusebius, in the fourth 
-century, in his Church History, and also in his 
“Demonstratio Evangelica,” (iv. 15,) is the 
first who appears to have distinctly connected 
these three parts, and to have considered them 
as belonging to the mediatorial work. 

This division, then, is not so modern as Er- 
nesti appears to suppose. Indeed, it may have 
been originally derived by the Christians from 
the Jews. For the Rabbins and Cabalists as- 
cribe to the Messiah a thresfold dignity (crown) 
—Vviz., the crown of the law, of the priesthood, 
and of the kingdom. Vide Schoettgen, in his 
work on the Messiah, s. 107,298. Atleast both 
of them formed the division in the same way. 
But among Christians it was never the general 
rule of faith, but only employed as a figurative 
mode of representing the doctrine. Anciently it 
was most common in the Greek church. Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, and others, shew traces of it. 
It was therefore seen in the Confession of Faith 
of the modern Greek church in the seventeenth 
century, and it is still common in the Russian 
church. Anciently in the Latin church it was 
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sometimes, though seldom used. But the school 
men never used it in their acroamatical instruc- 
tions; for which reason the theologians of the 
Romish church in after times used it but seldom, 
although Bellarmin and many others do not dis- 
card it. For the same reason, Luther and Me- 
lancthon, and other early Lutheran theologians 
who separated from the Romish church, do not 
make use of this method in treating of the doctrine 
of the mediatorial work of Christ. But after the 
seventeenth century it was gradually introduced 
into the systems. It appears to have been first 
introduced by Joh, Gerhard, in his * Loci Theo- 
logici.”” At least it is not found in Chemnitz. 
It was afterwards employed in popular religious 
instruction, and was admitted by Spener into his 
Catechism; until at last it became universal to 
treat of the doctrine respecting the mediatorial 
work of. Christ according to this division and 
under these heads. In the reformed church it 
was adopted by Calvin, who was followed by 
many others. It is also adopted by many Ar- 
minian and Socinian writers. 


II. A Critical Judgment respecting this Method. 


Morus, indeed, acknowledges that nothing 
depends upon exhibiting the doctrine in this 
particular form, and that the truths themselves 
may be expressed in other words, and with- 
out this figurative phraseology. At the same 
time he undertakes to defend it, though not in 
a very satisfactory manner. The following rea- 
sons seem to render it unadvisable for theolo- 
gians to make use of this form in the scientifie 
treatment of this doctrine. 

(1) It appears from No. I. that this manner 
of presenting the subject arose entirely from an 
etymological explanation of the word myn, and 
from an allegorical sense of this title founded 
upon its etymology. For, according to the true 
use of the word in the Bible, Messiah signifies 
only king. Many were*anointed, but kings 
were called, by way of eminence, the anointed. 

(2) All these words, when applied to Christ, 
are figurative. Such figurative expressions are, 
indeed, very good and instructive in themselves, 
and must be suitably explained in the acroama 
tical and popular treatment of theology. But itis 
more convenient to express the ideas themselves 
in the first instance by literal language, and not 
to make figurative expressions, although they 
may be scriptural, the ground of our divisions. 
And so indeed we proceed with respect to the 
other figurative terms applied to Christ in the 
Bible, as lamb, physician, shepherd, door, vine. 
And why should we proceed differently here ? 
Thus we can consider Christ as king, and as 
a divinely authorized teacher (prophet), in both 
his states; and especially as making atonement 
(High Priest); and then we can explain the 
figurative terms, and shew the meaning of the 


STATE INTO WHICH MAN IS BROUGHTE BY THE REDEMPTION. 


words sacrifice, intercede, and bless, when spoken 
of Christ. 

(3) When theologians attempt to determine 
definitely which of the works of Christ are de- 
woted by each of these titles, they themselves 
differ widely from one another; because these 
titles are figurative, and so admit of various sig- 
nifications, according as they are understood in 
amore limited or a wider sense. On this ac- 
count, it is inconvenient to make this division 
the basis of our treatment of this subject. It 
may easily occasion confusion of ideas. Some 
(No. I.) admit only two offices, the royal and 
priestly, and comprise the prophetic office in the 
priestly, because the priests were employed in 
teaching. But even those who admit three of- 
fices are not united. The opinion which Baier 
Yormerly held, and which Seiler follows, is one 
of the most current in the Lutheran churech— 
viz., the prophetic office comprehends the works 
vf Christ as divine teacher, in order to free men 
from ignorance and to point out to them the way 
to happiness (ob/atio amisse salutis) ; the priest- 
zy office comprehends the whole work of atone- 
tent, or deliverance from guilt and the punish- 
ment of sin (acquisitio amisse salutis); the 
kingly office comprehends the labours of Christ 
tor the good of his followers and of his church, 
und for the more general diffusion of truth over 
the earth, (collatio amisse salutis.) But others 
szain define and divide differently. 

(4) The advocates of this division appeal to 
whe Bible, where these figurative titles, king, 
prophet, high priest, frequently occur in appli- 
vation to Christ. But the sacred writers do not 
mean to designate by these titles the very works 
of Christ, as Redeemer, which theologians un- 
derstand by them. The sacred writers mean 
frequently to describe by these titles the whole 
vbject of the mission of Christ and his whole 
work. ‘These titles were derived from the an- 
vient Jewish constitution, and were used by the 
apostles, for the most part, in their instructions 
to Jews and converts from Judaism, to whom 
the sense concealed under these figures was at 
once intelligible. At first the Jewish institute 
was administered by prophets and priests only, 
and if this state of things had continued, and 
the Israelites had never been governed by kings, 
Christ would not have received the name of 
king, and would not have been compared to a 
king, But since the royal dignity was the 
highest among the Israelites, the dignity of 
Christ was compared with it, and so he was 
called a king. ‘ 

The following remarks may shew the idea 
which is attached to these names in the scrip- 
tures, and the manner in which they are there 
used. 

(a) Prophet. This name was given to Christ 
not merely because he was a teacher, but also 
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because he was a messenger or ambassador of 
God, according to the original signification ot 
the word. He performed ail his works, suffer 
ing and dying, as well as teaching, as pro- 
phet—i. e., as the messenger of God. He is 
called a prophet especially in comparison with 
Moses, according to the text, Deut. xviii. 15. 
coll. Acts, iii. 22. Vides. 91,1. But Moses, 
besides being a teacher and the founder of the 
Jewish religion, performed also the works of a 
ruler and priest, and did not transfer, till after- 
wards, one part of his duties, the priesthood, to 
Aaron. Moses, therefore, enacted laws, instruct- 
ed, ruled, sacrificed—all as prophet—i. e., a8 
commissioned by God. 

(6) King. Here the case is the same as 
above. This name is given to Christ, not merely 
because he rules, guides, and protects his fol- 
lowers and church, but also because he is a 
teacher of the truth; as he himself declares, 
John, xviii. 37, that his kingdom consists in 
announcing, promoting, and diffusing the truth. 
Vide s. 106, I. 1. Now according to the com- 
mon explanation, and the minute distinction 
which is here introduced, this would intrude 
upon the prophetic office. 

(c) Priest. In the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
from the fifth chapter and onward, Christ is 
often compared with przests, and especially with 
the Jewish high priest. But this comparison is 
derived from the text, Ps. ex. 4, which Christ 
refers to himself, and to which Paul appeals ir 
the abovenamed epistle. The reason why such 
frequent use was made of this comparison in this 
epistle is, that it was written principally to 
converted Jews, who, however, were inclined to 
apostatize from Christianity, and who looked 
upon the origin of the Mosaic religion and the 
whole Jewish ritual as far more elevated, splen- 
did, and magnificent, than the Christian. In 
comparison with this, the origin and rites of 
Christianity appeared poor and insignificant. 
On this’ uccownt, Paul compares Christ, in the 
first place, with Moses; and then, from the fifth 
chapter and onward, with the Israelitish priests. 
He shews his resemblance to them, and at the 
same time, his great superiority over them 
These figures and comparisons are not, there- 
fore, so intelligible to Christians, who are unae 
quainted with the Levitical ritual and priesthood 
To such, then, all this must be explained before 
they can properly understand these comparisons. 
Is it not, therefore, more suitable and judicious, 
first to exhibit the truth itself in plain and literal 
language, as Christ and the apostles so frequent- 
ly do on this subject; and then, to shew by 
what figures and comparisons this truth is re- 
presented in the scriptures, and to explain the 
meaning of these figures and comparisons? 
We do not mean to imply that these figurative 
terms are in themselves objectionable, and 
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should not be used in the more popular Chris- 
tian instruction. We only mean, that in the 
first place the truth should be taught without 
figures ; that then the figurative terms contained 
in the Bible should be explained ; and that after- 
wards literal and figurative language should be 
used alternately. And for this we have the ex- 
ample of the scriptures themselves. These figu- 
rative terms are by no means in themselves ob- 
jectionable; for, according to the principles of 
the human mind, they exert a more powerful 
influence, illustrate truth more clearly, and im- 
press it more deeply upon the heart, than can be 
done by literal terms. Only they must be pro- 
perly explained. 

The ancient method of considering the work 
of Christ under the form of a threefold office has 
been revived of late, and is adopted in the sys- 
tems of De Wette, Schleiermacher, and Tho- 
luck.—Tr. ] 

We now enter upon the plan marked out at 


’ the close of s. 106. 


PART I. OF CHAPTER IV. 


ON REDEMPTION FROM THE PUNISHMENT OF 
SIN; OR, ON THE ATONEMENT OF CHRIST, 
AND THE JUSTIFICATION OF MEN BEFORE GOD 
—THE CONSEQUENCE OF THE ATONEMENT. 
S. 108—115. 


SECTION CVIII. 


OF THE VARIOUS OPINIONS RESPECTING THE FOR- 
GIVENESS OF SIN BY GOD, AND THE CONDITIONS 
ON WHICH FORGIVENESS MAY BE GRANTED; AND 
AN APPLICATION OF THIS TO THE SCRIPTURAL 
DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT. 


{. The “Forgiveness of Sin ;” Various Opinions re- 
specting it, especially in regard to the Conditions 
of it. 

Ir is the uniform doctrine of all religions, that 
transgression of the divine law incurs inevitable 
punishment; but that no sins are altogether ir- 
remissible; that, on the contrary, God is in- 
clined to remit the punishment of sin, on certain 
conditions. For the object of religion is not 
only to point out to men their destination, but 
also to impart to them peace and composure of 
mind with regard to their destiny here and be- 
yond the grave. The opinions of men respect- 
ing the conditions on which the pardon of sin 
depends, may be divided into several classes. 
Some have united many of these conditions to- 
gether, as requisite to pardon; others have de- 
pended wholly on some particular one. 

(1) Sacrifice, and other religious rites and ce- 
remonies. 


THEOLOGY. . 


(a) We observe tha. sacrifice is wntversa. 
among all nations as soon as they rise above 
the first brutal condition. ‘The Bible places 
in the very first period of the world; Gen. iv ; 
viii. 20, 21. Many ancient and modern phila 
sophers have greatly wondered how an idea in 
itself, as it seemed to them, so unworthy of God, 
could have occurred to men, or could have pre- 
vailed so ‘universally among them. But there 
is a feeling lying deep in our nature which com- 
pels men to look around for some means of ron- — 
ciliating the favour of the Deity, and of averting 
the deserved punishment of sin. Vide infra, 
No. II., and s. 88, 1.2. Why sacrifice was the 
means selected for this purpose, and why ac- 
cordingly it was sanctioned by divine appoint- 
ment among the Israelites and their ancestors, 
may appear from the following considerations. 

Men conceived of the Deity as corporeal and 
like themselves. Vide s.19. Hence arose the 
idea of sacrifice. They hoped to conciliate the 
favour of God by the same means by which 
they endeavoured to gain the favour of men, . 
supposing that what was pleasing to men would 
be so to God. The thought that internal good- 
ness and integrity of heart are alone pleasing to 
God, however plain this may appear to us, was 
entirely beyond the comprehension of rude and 
uncultivated man. But even allowing him to 
have some idea of this, he would still feel, as 
we must, that his holiness was very imperfect, 
and afforded a very doubtful pretension to the 
approbation of God. Besides, he would be dis- 
quieted by the fear that his past transgressions . 
might not be cancelled, or be undone, by any 
succeeding holiness, and that punishment there- 
fore was still to be apprehended. He accord- 
ingly brought gifts and presents to his gods, to 
render himself acceptable to them. And so, in 
the ancient languages, the words which mean 
gifts, presents, also signify sacrifiee. It was 
supposed in the earliest times that the gods 
were personally, though invisibly, present at the 
offering of these gifts, and when the offerings 
consisted of food, as was commonly the case, 
that they themselves partook, and enjoyed the 
sweet savour, (the sweet smell of the flesh of the 
offerings, xvicoa, Hom. Il. iv. 49; xxiv. 68, 
seq.) Hence offerings were called the food and 
drink of the gods. Homer describes Jupiter 
and the rest of the gods as going from Olympus 
to a festa! sacrifice which the Ethiopians pres 
sented to him, and which lasted twelve days; 
Il. i. 423, seq.; xxiii. 208, 207. It was-the 
object of these gifts to express gratitude to the 
gods for blessings received, to obtain future 
benefits, and to avert the evils which they were 
supposed to ordain or to inflict in anger, 

The opinion of Ernesti, Doederlien, and 
many others, that sacrifices were originally only 
thank-offerings, and that the expiatory Sacrifice 
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was first introduced by Moses, is without proof, 
The three kinds of sacrifice above named are 
found to exist together in all nations. Even the 
sacrifices of Abel and Noah, Gen. iv. and viii., 
were designed to obtain good from God, and 
to avert evil, (the anger of God.) Homer 
gives, Il. ix. 495, the great principle on which 
all nations who have sacrificed have uniform- 
ly proceeded, «that meat and drink offerings 
conciliate the gods with men when they err 
and sin.” Even men were sacrificed to the 
gods when it was thought that the common 
flesh of beasts was insufficient to appease their 
anger, or to avert their displeasure. This was 
the case principally in the ages.of the greatest 
rudeness and barbarity, when men imagined 
their gods to be as wild, revengefu!, and blood- 
thirsty as themselves. But such sacrifices were 
resorted to even by the cultivated Greeks and 
Romans, in case of plague or any great calami- 
ty; and, notwithstanding the strictness with 
which they were forbidden by the laws of 
Moses, they were frequently practised even by 
the Jews. 

Respecting the origin of sacrifices, vide 
Sykes, Vom Ursprunge der Opfer, with Notes 
by Semler; Halle, 1778, 8vo; and Wolf, Vom 
Ursprunge der Opfer, in his Vermischten 
Schriften. 

(b) As some of these nations became gradu- 
ally more civilized, many among them perceived 
that such a use of sacrifices was inconsistent 
with just ideas respecting God and his attri- 
butes, and that men could never obtain from the 
Deity by sacrifices even those things which they 
hoped to obtain by them. The use of them, 
however, could not be done away immediately 
by legislators and the institutors of religion, be- 
cause nothing could be substituted for them; 
they were thus, of necessity, continued as a part 
of the external worship of God. All that the 
more enlightened could do was to prevent them 
from becoming injurious, and, if possible, ren- 
der them promotive of higher objects. To the 
ancient usage they must affix nobler ends, and 
employ sacrifices as sensible representations for 
teaching virtue, and improving the moral con- 
dition of the people. Such attempts were made 
in many cultivated nations. The ancient forms 
were preserved, while a more elevated and bet- 
ter sense was affixed to them. But the results 
of this course were not equally happy in every 
case. ‘The ordinances which Moses was re- 
quired to make by divine commandment are 
distinguished in this respect above all that we 
find among the ancient heathen nations. Moses 
was fully convinced that offerings in themselves 
eould never secure the actual forgiveness of sin 
from God. He did not therefore ordain them 
for this purpose. He proceeded on the princi- 
ple which Paul declares, Heb. x. 1. All the 


prophets who succeeded Moses held the same 
views, Ps. |. 8; li.; Is. i. 11; Jer. vi. 20; Amos, 
v. 22, &c. But it was necessary that sacrifices 
should be preserved ; otherwise, that gross and 
uncultivated people would soon have deserted 
the worship of God. Moses therefore ordained 
sacrifices, as Paul justly says, Heb. ix. 13, for 
external purification simply. For this reason 
no sacrifices were appointed by God in the Mo- 
Saic institute for such offences as murder, adul- 
tery, &c.; not because such offences could not 
be forgiven by God, but because the civil wel- 
fare required that the punishment of them should 
not be remitted. For it was the object of God 
in appointing these sacrifices, 

(a) That they should release from the ezvil 
punishment of certain crimes. The commission 
of acrime rendered one unworthy of the com- 
munity of the holy people, and excluded him 
from it. The offering of sacrifice was the means 
by which he was externally readmitted to the 
Jewish community, and rendered externally 
pure; although he did not, on this account, ob- 
tain the pardon of his sin from God. It was 
designed that all who offered sacrifice should, 
by this act, both make a public confession of 
their sins, and at the same time see before them, 
in the sacrifice, the punishment which they had 
deserved, and to which they acknowledged 
themselves exposed. Hence sins were said to 
be laid upon the victim, and borne away by it 
when it was sacrificed. This transaction mani 
festly had its ground in the idea of substitution. 
‘¢ What thou deservedst to suffer, (death, pu- 
nishment,) this beast now suffers.” ‘Therefore 
the design of the sacrificial code of Moses was 
not to provide atonement for sins, but to repre 
sent sin as great and deserving of punishment; 
in a word, ‘to lead to the knowledge of sin ;” 
Gal. iii. 19. 

(8) Another end of the sacrifices appointed 
by Moses was, as we are taught in the New 
Testament, to point the Israelites to the future, 
and to prefigure by types the greater divine pro- 
vision for the recovery of the human race, and 
to excite in the Israelites a feeling of their need 
of such a provision. Vide Gal. iii. and iv., also 
the Epistle to the Hebrews. On this subject, 
ef. s..90, II. 9. 

Old and cultivated nations, like the present 
nations of Europe, now for a long time unaccus- 
tomed to sacrifices, would not be so favourably 
affected by seeing death inflicted as a punish- 
ment upon a victim, as by having the truth re- 
presented by this rite stated simply and impres- 
sively. Buta gross people, still in the infancy 
of its improvement, would be more moved and 
influenced by such a transaction. ‘They have 
more sympathy with beasts than we have; as 
is shewn by the great influence of the fables of 
sop. And hence many heathen nations began 
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to neglect, and sometimes even to despise sa- 
crifices, as they gradually advanced in cultiva- 
tion. The case was the same with the Jews, 
and especially with the more cultivated Grecian 
Jews. But at the time of Christ there were still 
some Jews zealously devoted to the service of 
the altar, who committed the frequent and very 
general mistake, that God would forgive their 
sins on account of their sacrifices, notwithstand- 
ing the decided testimony which their ancient 
prophets had borne against this opinion. Paul, 
therefore, argues against it in some of his epis- 
tles. 

Nole.—Many suppose that sacrifices were ap- 
pointed in the very earliest times by an express 
command from God himself. This supposition 
is rendered probable by the consideration that 
the Bible always regards sacrifices as rites well- 
pleasing in the sight of God. They are repre- 
sented as acceptable to him, and approved by 
him from the time of the flood, and even before ; 
Gen. iv. and viii. If sacrifices were actually 
commanded by God, we must suppose that God 
instructed the first race of men on this subject, 
after the manner above described; but that his 
instructions were gradually forgotten and passed 
out of mind. The fact, however, of the original 
divine appointment of sacrifices is not clear from 
the Mosaic records. And as the results of the 
investigation are the same, whether the suppo- 
sition be true or false, we have had no reference 
to it in the previous remarks upon sacrifices. 

(2) Self-inflicted penances, and arbitrary suf- 
ferings which the sinner lays upon himself, 
in order to obtain from God the remission of 
punishment. 

This is a foolish error. We should think a 
human legislator very irrational who should 
permit the criminal to select a punishment at 
pleasure, in place of the one threatened in the 
law. This error, however, is very widely 
spread, especially among the Indians; and na- 
tions who inhabit southern climates, whose re- 
ligious require of them self-inflictions which 
are incredibly severe. They frequently go so 
far as to believe that an innocent man may un- 
dertake such sufferings for others; and thus ob- 
tain for them forgiveness from God. This error 
is founded upon the mistaken opinion that God, 
like man, will be touched with compassion at 
the sight of these self-inflicted sufferings, and 
thus be inclined to remit those which are due. 
Fasting was also regarded in the light of a self- 
infliction, by which the forgiveness of sin might 
be procured. ‘The great mass even of the Jews 
practised all these penances, with the grossest 
conceptions of their nature and efficacy. Vide 
1 Kings, xviii. 28. The prophets, therefore, 
frequently reprove them for this erroneous opi- 
nion, and teach them the truth; Is. lviii. seq. 
Cultivated nations frequently entertain the same 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


false religious views, which are extremely inyu 
rious to morality. Even Christians are not en+ 
tirely freed from them, after all that the New 
Testament contains to the contrary. 

(3) Good works, so called, on condition and 
account of which God is supposed to remit sin. 

It was supposed (a) that one who had re- 
formed might atone and make satisfaction for 
his past sins by some works of distinguished 
virtue; or (b) that even one who had not re- 
formed entirely, but was still addicted to certain 
sins, might be pardoned by God for these sins, 
on account of some great, difficult, and useful 
labours which he might perform—suppositions, 
to be sure, both false and unphilosophical ! 
They have their ground, however, in the fact 
that good works are sometimes the means and 
motives with men, in bestowing pardon. An 
injured man sometimes forgives the offender on 
account of some favour which he may have re- 
ceived from him. A government sometimes 
forgives one offence in a person, who in ,other 
respects has deserved well of the rulers as in- 
dividuals, or of the state; on account, there- 
fore, of thetr own interest, which he has pro- 
moted. This circumstance, that in these cases 
men forgive offences on account of their own ad- 
vantage, which has been promoted by important 
services, is overlooked when they are compared 
with the conduct of God. We are not able to 
confer any good or benefit upon God by our 
best works. By these works we serve and be- 
nefit only ourselves, and we cannot demand or 
deserve a reward from God for actions for the 
very performance of which we are indebted to 
him, Luke, xvii. 10. It would be as foolish for 
us to require recompence from God for these 
services as for one who has been rescued from 
danger to demand reward from his deliverer in- 
stead of giving him his thanks, or for a patient 
to demand reward from his physician instead 
of paying him his fee, on the ground that by fol- 
lowing his directions he had escaped from dan- 
ger or sickness. 

This opinion has taken such deep root in the 
minds of men of all classes, and has spread so 
widely, that it cannot be entirely eradicated 
even from the minds of Christians. It prevail- 
ed among the ancient heathen, and especially 
among the Jews. The latter held the foolish 
opinion (which has been revived in another form 
among Christians) that the worth and metits 
of their pious ancestors, particularly of Abra- 
ham, would be imputed to them, and that thus, 
through their substituted righteousness, they 
themselves might be freed from the strict observ- 
ance of thelaw. Against this mistake, John the 
Baptist, Christ, and the apostles, zealously la. 
boured. Vide Matt. iii.9; Rom. iii.5. The Jews 
believed that God was bound in justice to for- 
give and save them, on account of the promise 
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which he had made to Abraham. 
ix.—xi., coll. s. 125. 

(4) Repentance and reformation. 

This condition of forgiveness has always 
appeared the best and most rational to the more 
improved and reflecting part of mankind, to 
whom the former conditions must have appeared 
unsatisfactory. Even the Old and New Testa- 
ments are full of passages which assure us that 
God forgives sins after deep repentance, and 
the moral reformation consequent upon it; Ps. 
XXXil. 3—5; li. 8, 12, 17; Luke, xviii. 13, seq. 
The writings of the Grecian and Roman philo- 
sophers also are full of passages which mention 
this as the only acceptable condition. Seneca 
says, ‘(Quem penitet peccasse, est innocens.”’ 
But even after recognising this condition, very 
disquieting doubts must remain, respecting 
which, vide No. II. A satisfactory assurance 
respecting the forgiveness of past sins would 
still be wanting. This leads us to the second 
part. 


Vide Rom. 


II. Application of these Remarks to the Scriptural 
Doctrine concerning the Atonement of Christ. 


(1) The condition mentioned No. I. 4, how- 
ever reasonable and obvious it may be in itself, 
appears from experience and the history of all 
times, to be unsatisfactory to the great body of 
men. They never have received nor can receive 
from it a quieting assurance of the forgiveness 
of sins, and especially of those committed before 
their reformation. Al! nations hope, indeed, that 
God is disposed to forgive sins when they are for- 
saken; but men need something more than this. 
They must have something external and sensible, 
to give them assurance and conviction that their 
sins have actually been forgiven. This assurance 
~ they endeavoured to obtain by sacrifices. Vide 
No. I. They believed universally that bestdes 
the moral improvement of the heart, some addi- 
tional means were necessary to conciliate the 
favour of God, and to avert the punishment of 
sin. Cf. Hom. II. ix. 493—508. This opinion 
is so deeply wrought into the human soul, and 
arises from such an universal sense of necessity, 
that any attempt to obliterate it or to reason it 
away would be in vain. To deprive men of this 
opinion, that the favour of God may be concili- 
ated and the positive assurance of pardon ob- 
tained, would be to tear away the props upon 
which their composure and confidence rest, with- 
out being able to substitute for them anything so 
clear and satisfactory ; and thus would be an act 
of injury and cruelty. 

(2) But what is the origin or ground of the 
feeling that reformation alone is insufficient, and 
that something else is necessary to avert the 
judgments of God from the sinner, and to in- 
spire him with confidence that they are or will 
be averted? This feeling is founded in the mo- 
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ral nature of man, or in the voice of conscience. 
Vide s. 88, 1.2. For, 

(a) However far a man may advance in holi- 
ness, his conscience stil] declares to him that his 
holiness is very defective, and that he frequently 
commits sin, and that his sin deserves punish: 
ment. And the more upright and virtuous the 
man is, the more tender and strong will this 
feeling be. How, then, can he hope by a holi- 
ness so imperfect, polluted, and stained with 
sin, to secure the favour and approbation of 
God, and to escape unpunished? To one who 
feels thus, how desirable and welcome must be 
the assurance that, notwithstanding his imper- 
fect holiness, God will still be gracious to him 
on certain conditions !—the more desirable and 
welcome, the more he sees that he can never at- 
tain this assurance on any of the conditions 
above mentioned, No. I., 1, 2,3. This assur- 
ance it is the object of the Christian doctrine 
of atonement to impart. 

(6) Although a man were thoroughly reformed, 
and should commit no more intentional sins, he 
would still remain in an anxious uncertainty with 
respect to his past sins; for there is no ground to 
believe that on account of one’s improvement God 
will remit the punishment of sins committed 
before this improvement commenced. Indeed, 
without an express assurance from Ged to the 
contrary, there are many reasons to feat that he 
will punish the former sins even of the penitent. 
This assurance to the contrary can be found 
alone in the Christian doctrine of the atonement 
of Christ. 

This feeling of necessity, therefore, this appre- 
hension and belief that besides improvement we 
need and must find some other means of obtain- 
ing assurance from God that the punishment of 
sin will be averted from us; this feeling lies 
deep in the soul of man, and is founded in his 
moral nature, in the voice of conscience. Let 
no one say that all men do not have this feeling, 
and that he himself neither has it now nor ever 
has had it. This feeling may be suppressed for 
a time by levity, or the tumult of passion, or by 
cold and heartless speculation, or by both ot 
these causes united; but it commonly revives 
in due time, especially in the hour of affliction, 
on the approach of death, or on other cccasions 
which compel men to serious reflection. It then 
demands from them, as it were, its rights, and 
frequently to their great confusion; it excites 
anxious doubt and solicitude, and spreads out a 
dark futurity to view. This is a situation of 
frequent occurrence, but one in which no person 
would wish to be. Kant therefore, refers to this 
feeling in his philosophical theory of religion. 
On occasions like these such disquieting doubts 
and fearful apprehensions will often rise irre- 
ststibly, even in the minds of those who are 
above superstitious weakness, and, indeed, of 
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speculative philosophers themselves, whose 
feelings had been the most suppressed and 
deadened. From these feelings no one is se- 
cure, however firmly established in his theory ; 
for the philosophy of the death-bed is a different 
thing from the philosophy of the study and of 
the school. 

A religion, therefore, coming with credentials 
from Heaven, which, on divine authority, gives 
to man satisfaction upon this subject; which 
shews him a means, elsewhere sought in vain, 
by which he can obtain composure and assur- 
ance against anxious doubts, and which teaches 

him to look forward with joy into the future 
world; such a religion may well claim to be 
considered a religion of high and universal utili- 
ty. Those who rob the Christian religion of 
this doctrine rob it of that which more than any- 
thing else makes it a blessing to man. 

(3) There is still another view of this subject. 
The great mass of mankind in all ages have no 
correct ideas respecting virtue and vice, or re- 
Specting God and divine things. Itis not strange 
therefore that they should have always and al- 
most universally believed that God might be 
conciliated by the most insignificant actions 
which they might perform without sincere re- 
formation, and which, indeed, they sometimes 
supposed might take the place of reformation. 
This was their idea of sacrifices, ceremonies, 
penances, fasts, &c. They made but little ac- 
count of moral purity and holiness of life. To 
relieve themselves of the trouble of caring for 
their own virtue they supposed that the virtue 
of others might be imputed to them. Vide No. 
I. and Meiners, Geschichte der Religionem, s. 
125, f. 

At the time of Christ and the apostles these 
common mistakes prevailed, though in different 
forms, throughout the Jewish and heathen world. 
Now in the establishment of a universal religion, 
such as the Christian was intended to be, this 
fact demanded special attention; (and not merely 
on account of that particular age, but on account 
of all following ages ; because these same mis- 
takes prevail among men in different forms at 
all times;) for the moral improvement of men, 
and the sincere and pure worship of God must 
be the great objects of this religion. But while 
it has these high and spiritual objects in view, 
and should make it possible for men to attain 
them, it must also be universal, designed for 
every individual. It must regard the necessities 
of all men, and not merely of the few who ac- 
count themselves wise, and esteem themselves 
philosophers. Sacrifices, on account of their 
imperfections and perversion, were to be for 
ever abolished. The other conditions of for- 
giveness were no longer to be tolerated, being 
false and injurious to morality. Sincere reforma- 
tion was the only condition left, and this was 
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accompanied with the anxious solicitude before 
mentioned. This internal reformation and holi- 
ness was made by Jesus the indispensable con- 
dition of forgiveness, though not the procuring 
cause of it; since, owing to the impezfection of 
our holiness, we could then never have obtained 
forgiveness. Now, in order to relieve the mind 
from the solicitude still accompanying this con- 
dition, and to satisfy this feeling of need, some- 
thing external must be added, which should 
powerfully affect the senses, not only of the 
Jews of that age, but of the heathen and of men 
in general. This must be something which 
would be obvious to every one, and not merely 
to a few; something, too, which would not 
hinder or weaken the personal exercise of vir- 
tue and holiness of life, but rather promote and 
strengthen them. 

Such is the doctrine of the atonement of Christ. 
This can never lead to security in sin or indif- 
ference with regard to it, (as it has often been 
supposed to do,) because personal reformation 
and holiness (uerdvova, ayvacuos) are connected 
with it as an indispensable duty, as condziio sine 
qua non. Christ died for men once for all, and 
suffered the punishment which they would have 
endured for their sins, and which their con- 
sciences tell them they could not have escaped, 
even after their reformation. And thus the ne- 
cessity of continuing to sacrifice was removed, 
and the injurious consequences which attended 
sacrifices were obviated. * By Christ, and his 
sacrifice, men obtain from God (as Paul declares, 
Acts, xiii. 38) the forgiveness of all their sins ; 
and consequently, even of those which, according 
to the law of Moses, were unpardenable—i. e., 
would be irremediably punished,” (for which 
reason Sacrifices were now no longer necessary. 
No. I.) 

On one side, the infliction upon Christ of the 
penalty which we deserved places the authority 
and sanctity of the divine law in the clearest 
light, and shews the certainty of the execution 
of the divine punishment upon sin in a manne 
at once striking and in the highest degree alarm 
ing. Cf. Romans, iii. 26, Elva: vray (Grdv) 
Sixovov.. This doctrine thus guards against in- 
difference to sin, and, as experience teaches, ex- 
erts a powerful influence in reforming and en- 
nobling the moral character of every one who 
believes it from the heart. 

On the other side, this doctrine awakens in 
those who heartily receive it, love to God, who 
has made use of so great and extraordinary 
means for their forgiveness. It also excites gra» 
titude to God and to Christ. Vide the passages 
of the New Testament cited by Morus, p. 153, 
s. 6. One who really believes this doctrine, and 
does not feel the most lively love and gratitude 
to God and to Christ, and does not synipathize 
with all which the New Testament says upon 
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this subject, (1 John, iv. 10, 11 ; John, iii. 16; 
Rom. v. 8; viii. 32,) must be destitute of every 
tender sensibility and of every human feeling. 
The proof that this doctrine does actually excite 
this feeling and is adapted to the necessity of 
man, may be seen not only in the joyful recep- 
tion with which it met’ from the better part of 
the Jews at the time of the apostles, but also in 
the approbation of it in succeeding ages, which 
has been, and is still, expressed by so many men 
of all nations; and also in the astonishing effects 
which it has produced. 

God, therefore, as the scriptures represent, 
(Rom. iii. 25,) has set forth Jesus as a Propi- 
frator, to assure men of his gracious disposition 
towzrds them; in order, by this means, both to 
lead them from a merely external service of him 
¢o a sptrifual worship, and also to convince them 
in an affecting manner, as well of his holiness 
and justice as of his compassionate goodness 
and grace; and so, by the alarming apprehen- 
sions and thankful feelings which flow from such 
considerations, to influence them to exercise pure 
virtue, sincere piety, and devotion to God, to 
cherish and exhibit love to him who first loved 
them. This representation, which is founded 
on the holy scriptures, contains nothing irra- 
tional, and is entirely suited to the moral nature 
of man. 


USECTION CIX. 


SCRIPTURAL DOCTRINE RESPECTING THE NECES- 
SITY OF THE FORGIVENESS OF SIN; WHAT IS 
MEANT BY FORGIVENESS, PARDON, JUSTIFICA- 
TION; AND THE SCRIPTURAL TERMS BY WHICH 
THEY ARE DESIGNATED. 


The Necessity and Indispensableness of Forgiveness. 


As sin is justly represented in the holy scrip- 
tures as a very great evil, from which no one is 
free, so, on the other hand, the forgiveness of 
sins is described as one of the greatest benefits, 
which no one can do without. It is very im- 
portant for the religious teacher to lead those 
committed to his charge to consider this subject 
as itis exhibited in the scriptures; for almost 
innumerable mistakes are made respecting it by 
men in every rank and of every character, the 
high and the low, the enlightened and the igno- 
rant. Many make but little account of sin, 
and, through levity or erroneous speculation, 
overlook its consequences, and of course make 
light of forgiveness. Others believe that they 
can easily obtain forgiveness, and rely on the 
mercy of God, or on the merits of Christ, with- 
out on their part performing the conditions upon 
which their trust in these merits and their ex- 
perience of them must depend. A 

These injurious mistakes are opposed in 


many passages of the Bible. 
49 
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(1) In such as describe the ruinous conses 
quences of sin, and which present the judg- 
ments of God ina fearful and terrific light, as 
severe and intolerable—e. g., Heb. x. 31; Ps. 
xe. 11; cxxx. 3. To the same purpose are 
many of the examples given in the scriptures, 
especially in the history of the Israelites. 

(2) In such as describe the judgments of hea- 
ven upon those who do not fulfil the conditions 
prescribed, and are destitute of faith in Jesus 
Christ, as certain and inevitable—e. g., Heb. iii. 
12, 13; Rom. ii. 1—3, coll. i. 32. 

(3) In such as shew that no one can enjoy 
tranquillity and happiness who has no assur- 
ance that his sins are forgiven—e. g., Heb. x, 
26,27. The example of David and other saints, 
who have been deeply troubled on account of 
their sins, and anxious for the consequences of 
them, contain much instruction upon this sub- 
ject, Psalm li., cxxx., &c. 


Il. Scriptural Terms and Phrases denoting For- 
giveness. 


The pardon or forgiveness of sin which men 
obtain from God is expressly mentioned in the 
New Testament as the effect and consequence 
of the atonement or redemption (d7oxv7¢pwots) 
of Christ. In Eph. i. 7, the dgeots nopanrapya- 


| tev 1s represented as belonging to the doav- 


Tpacts dia aiwaros Xprorov, add as a consequence 
of it. Cf. Col. i. 14; Heb. ix. 15; ‘Christ 
died evs drtorvtpwow tay ext % mpory dvadyzxy 
napoBacewv.’s Romans, ili. 24, «* We are par- 
doned, Sixavotusvor Sea arorrvtpwoews ts Ev 
Xpuorg,’’ &c. The principal terms are the fol- 
lowing—viz., 

(1) Karanrayn, reconciliation, (Germ. Ver- 
sdhnung,) and xararraccouar. Cf. Morus, pages 
113—166, s. 9—11. ‘This phraseology was 
primarily used with respect to enemdes who 
were reconciled, or who became friends again; 
1 Cor. vii. 11; Matt. v.24. Then it was trans- 
ferred toGod. The first origin of this phraseo- 
logy with respect to him is to be found in the 
fact that men had gross conceptions of the sub- 
ject, and supposed the manner of the divine 
conduct to be like that of men. Whoever trans- 
gressed the law of God provoked him to anger— 
i. e., to displeasure and to a strong expression 
of it. (Hence the judgments of God are called 
épyn, éxdixnots @zov.) God must now he ap- 
peased, and the transgressor must endeavour to 
make God again his friend. Such was the 
common and popular language on this subject— 
language which was universally intelligible, 
and which is always used in the holy scriptures 
in a sense worthy of God. Vides. 86. ‘hus 
when it is said in the New Testament, @eds 
uty xarararat? sro, the meaning is, that through 
Christ he withholds the expression of his dis- 
pleasure, the punishment of sin. Thus Paul 
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uses this phraseology, 2 Cor. v. 19, and px- 
plains it by the addition pen noryel 6pevos moapaate w- 
para like the Hebrew yy avn, Psalm xxxii. 1, 
2. In Rom. v. 11, he uses the phrase xaraa- 
noyyv é.GBouer, in the same sense—i. €., we ob- 
tain from God the forgiveness of sin. The lat- 
ter passage shews clearly that xaranrayy does 
not denote the moral improvement of men, as 
Eberhard, Gruner, and others explain it. On 
the contrary, the term always implies the idea 
of the mutual reconciliation of two parties, by 
which two or more who were not previously on 
good terms become friends again. Karaanayy, 
then, as Morus remarks, (p. 165, ad finem,) 
means, the restoration of friendship, and the 
means of effecting this, through Christ ; and xa- 
zoarnraccer is, to bring about, or restore harmony 
and friendship. This harmony does not sub- 
sist between God and men as long as men are 
considered as transgressors, and God is com- 
pelled to punish them as such. ‘They do not 
love God as their father, and he cannot love 
them as his children. That they learn how to 
* love him, and that he is able to love them, they 
owe to Christ. He therefore is the peace-maker, 
the restorer of friendship, 6 xaranadccwr. 

(2) "Apeors auaprteay, apeévac, and the similar 
phrases xasapg ery, yapiCecSav GLapT vas, MApEcts, 
dou © 

(a) Explanation of these terms and of the sen- 
timent contained in them. “Ageots and apievar 
are used literally to denote release, as from cap- 
tivity, Luke, iv. 18; also remission of debt (de- 
biti), Matt. vi. 12. Now sin was very fre- 
quently compared both with captivity and with 
debt; and hence, probably, this term was first 
used by the LX.X. as correspondent with py xv. 
This phrase was always opposed to the inflicting 
of punishment, or the wrath of God, and denotes 
remission, forbearing to inflict pnnishment ; Ex. 
xxxiv. 7. In Mark, iii. 29, ?yew apeow is con- 
trasted with %voyos éorw xpicews. To take away 
sin, and take away punishment, were thus one 
and the same thing with the Hebrews, Is. liii. 
And so it comes to pass that the words which 
stand for sin also stand for punishment. Thus 
to forgive sin, and to heal sickness (pena peccati), 
were frequently the same, Matt. ix. 2, 5, 6, 
coll. Ps. ciii. 3. 

Similar to these are the other popular terms: 
as, mapeors, which is, the act of overlooking, Rom. 
iii. 25. God does not look upon sins, he forgets 
them, does not think of them; in opposition to 
thinking of them, placing them before his cownte- 
nance (Psalm xe. 8)—i. e., punishing them, &c. 
Also, yapifecdar mapanrouata, Col. ii. 13, 
spoken of the remission of guilt; Karecpedy 
Guar vas, Acts, ili. 19, answering to the Hebrew 
sn, Is. xliii, 255; used also by Lysias. The 
figure in this case is taken from an account book, 
ir which the name of the debtor is obliterated 
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when he has paid his debt, or when it is remit 
ted to him. 

The phrases, xaSapilecSar ao’ apapriay, pave 
zileoSav, x. 7+ ey Lo be purified, washed, to purify 
oneself, occur very frequently. They were de- — 
rived from the very common comparison of sin 
with stains and impurities. Hence Moses or- 
dained purifications and washings as significant 
or symbolical rites. These phrases were used, 
first, in respect to men, and denoted self-purifi- 
cation (xa3" éavrdv,)—i. e., moral reformation, 
1 John, iii. 3; 2 Cor. vii. 1; Heb. x. 22; which 
however could not be done independently of 
God, but by his assistance; secondly, in respect 
to God. He is said to purify men from sini. 
e., to consider them as pure, innocent—not to 
punish them. So Ps. li. 4, Wash me from 
mine iniquities ;’ 1 John, i. 9; 2 Pet. i. 9, 
xaSapromos Toy Marae GuapTrar. 

(6) Some are not content with making the 
forgiveness of sins to consist in the removal of 
the punishment of sin, but would have it extend 
to the removal both of the gu7/t (culpa) and pu- 
mishment of sin, since both belong to the ¢mpu- 
tation of sin. This statement, understood in a 
popular sense, is not objectionable ; but strictly 
understood, it is. The established theory re- 


‘specting the remission of sin has been transmit- 
| ted from the time of Anselmus (s. 101, ad fin.), 


who brought the whole doctrine of justification 
into a judicial form, and arranged it like a legal 
process. Thus, when a thief has stolen, he 
must both restore the property stolen and suffer 
punishment. The guzi/t, in this case, is not re- 
moved by the punishment. The advocates of 
this opinion, therefore, comprehended under 
justification a special acqutttal of guzit, different 
from the acquittal of punishment. This acquit- 
tal of guilt they considered as the imputation of 
the righteousness of Christ imputed to men by 
God, in the same way as if it had been wrought 
by them. In this way, as they thought, was 
the guilt of sin removed. Vides. 115. But, 
First. This distinction between the guilt and 
punishment of sin is never distinctly made in 
the Bible when the forgiveness of sins is spoken 
of. Some have considered this distinction as 
implied in the passages which speak of the pu- 
rification or washing away of sins, or in which 
sins are compared with debts; but without suf- 
ficient reason. The Bible makes justification 
the mere forgiveness of sins—i. e., removal of 
the punishment of them; without any special 
acquittal of guilt connected with it; as Rom. vi. 
7, seq. Vide s. 110, «De obedientia Christi 
activa,’’ from which the doctrine ‘+ De obedien- 
tia Christi passiva’”? must not be separated. 
The obedience of Christ shewn in acting and 
suffering is one and the same. The fruits of 


| this obedience we enjoy, as will be seen from 


the texts cited below. The Bible dves not se- 
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parate one kind of obedience from the other; 
neither should we. Vides. 115. 

Secondly. The remission of the guilt of sin is 
not essential, and does not contribute to the real 
tranquillity of the sinner. The guilt of a sin 
once committed cannot be effaced. The con- 
science of the transgressor can never be made to 
pronounce him innocent, but will always regard 
him as having sinned. It is enongh to compose 
his mind, to know and be convinced that the 
punishment of sin has beenremitted. But how 
can he be made to believe, and be happy in be- 
lieving, that he is innocent, when, according to 
the testimony of his own conscience, he is 
guilty. 

Thirdly. The theory which teaches that the 
guilt of sin is removed is founded upon a com- 
parison of the conduct of God towards men with 
the conduct of men among themselves, which is 
here entirely inapplicable. A criminal (e. g., a 
thief) who sins against his fellow men does 
them an injury. He must therefore make good 
their loss, besides suffering punishment. But 
men, by sinning, do not injure or rob God. 
They wrong only themselves. Now if men fulfil 
the prescribed conditions of obtaining pardon, 
God remits the punishment of sin; but God 
himse/f cannot remove the guz/é of sin, in its 
proper sense. For God cannot err, and consi- 
der an action which is actually wrong, and con- 
sequently involves guilt, as rzght in itself. He, 
however, can forgive us, or remit the punish- 
ment which we deserve. He can regard and 
treat. us, on certain conditions, as if we were in- 
nocent. 

(3) Acxataoes, Sixacooven and SixarovoSac, Ao- 
vil ecSac £05 OLXGLOODYNV, Xe Ts Ae 

These terms of the Grecian Jews can be ex- 
plained only from the Hebrew usage. x, in 
Hebrew and Arabic, in its primary and physical 
sense, means, rectus, firmus, rigtdus fuit; then, 
in a moral sense, rectus fudt, in various modifi- 
cations, degrees, and relations—e. g., verus et 
verax futt, bonus, sce. benignus fuit; severus, 
Guus, JUSTUS, INNOCENS fuil, right, such as one 
should be; Ps. exliii. 2, “No man is right in 
the sight of God.”? Hence we can explain the 
significations of prasn, duxcwovy, fucere justum ; 
and of SixatotoSas, fiert justum. A man may be 
justified in two ways—viz., 

(a) By perfect holiness, virtue, or uprightness 
of conduct; by being actually just, or such as 
one should be. Hence the phrase fo justify, or 
to consider, pronounce, treat, reward one, as right, 
according to the above-mentioned sense. In 
this sense it is used by the LXX., Ps. exliii. 2, 
od SixaroSjosras Evdztvoy oov nas Cov, and Ezek. 
xvi. 51,52. This is called justtficatio interna. 
In this sense it is understood, in the important 
nassage respecting justification, Rom. v., both 
by Socinians, who reject the doctrine of satis- 
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faction, and by those of the Romish church who 
advocate good works as the procuring cause of 
salvation. But this interpretation does the 
greatest violence to the words in this passage. 

In connexion with this meaning, dcxcovw 
sometimes signifies emendare, probum reddere, 
Psalm Ixxiii. 13 (in the Septuagint), and Rev. 
xxii. 11, seq. Some of the schoolmen call this 
justificatio physica. 

(b) One who is guilty is said to be justified 
when he is declared and treated as exempt from 
punishment, or innocent, or when the punishment 
of his sins is remitted to him. This is called 
justificatio externa. The terms justification, 
pardon, accounting righteous, occur in the Bible 
much more frequently in this sense than in any 
other, and go are synonymous with forgiveness 
of sin. "This sense is founded on the judicial 
meaning of the word p»43, to pardon, acquit, pro- 
nounce innocent, spoken of the Judge (p43 inno- 
cens) ; and of the opposite, pwn, dammnere, pro 
reo declarere (yv'y, reus)—e. g., Ex. xxiii. 73 
Prov. xvii. 15, seq. This is transferred to God, 
who is conceived as the judge of the actions of 
men. Here, however, we must be careful not 
to carry the comparison too far, and must ab- 
stract from our conceptions all the imperfections 
which belong to human conduct. He condemns, 
or judges,—i.e., he punishes ;—antecedens (the 
part of human judges)—pro consequente. The 
opposite of this, to acquit, pardon (Suxaovr), is 
then to remove punishment. This is done, how- 
ever, as the Bible everywhere teaches, not prop- 
ter justitiam internam hominis, as at human tri- 
bunals; for no one is innocent and pure from 
sin; Rom. iii. 19, seq. According to the gos- 
pel, God bestows favour upon men gratuitously, 
on account of faith in Christ, on condition of 
holiness and of persevering in Christian confi- 
dence. : 

The principal texts which support this doc- 
trine, and in which dixawors and duxavoobyy 
stand in this sense, are Rom. iii., iv., v., In op- 
position to the Jewish doctrine of the desert of 
works. These passages will be examined in 
the following sections. In Romans, iv., the 
term duxavovy is used ver. 5; royiSecdau Suxaco- 
ovny, (to pardon, the opposite of noyit ecSat 
amapriay, to punish,) ver. 63 and dpvevar awap- 
viav, ver. 7. In Rom. v. 9, 11, dcxacovoSoo and 
xatannarvessac are interchanged in the same 
way; and dixovoctvy is explained by érevgepr 
Gxo—apmaptias xa Savarov. The words dixarovr, 
Sixacocivy, are also opposed to dpy7 @zov, Rom. 
i. 17, 185; to xaraxpsors, Rom. v. 16, 18; to 
éyxanecy, Rom. viii. 33. Cf. Storr, «De signi- 
ficatione vocis dcxacds in Nov.-Test.’’? Opuse. 
Academica, t. i. 

Note.—The writings of theologians present 
great diversity and difficulty in determining the 
idea-of Sixataous and Suxccovy. Most of the an 
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cient Lutheran theologians, with whom Déder- 
lein and Seiler agree, consider justification as 


being merely the removal of punishment ; while | 


Koppe, Zacharia, Less, Danov, and others, com- 
prise in this idea the whole purpose of God to 
bless and save men, of which the removal of 
punishment is only the commencement. ‘These 
theologians maintain that justification is the 
same as predestination, only that justification is 
the less definite word of the two. Vide Zacha- 
rid, Bibl. Theol. iv. s. 548, seq., and especially 
Danov, Drey Abhandlungen von der Rechtfer- 


tigung; Jena, 1777; in answer to which Seiler | 


wrote, ‘Ueber den Unterschied der Rechtfer- 
tigung und Pradestination;” Erlangen, 1777, 
8vo. 

Those who hold the former opimion consider 
the conferring of good as a consequence of jus- 
tification, and appeal to the obvious texts, Rom. 
v. 1, 18, 21; Gal. iii. 11. They remark, that 
exemption from punishment and bestowment of 
blessing are not one and the same thing, since 
one who is acquitted in court is not, of course, 
promoted and rewarded. ‘Those who hold the 
latter opinion mention the fact that ps fre- 
quently means, benefit, blessing, recompence, and 
construe the phrase aps) avin, rAoyiCecsae ets 
Sixarostvyy, which is first spoken of the faith 
of Abraham, Gen. xv. 6, to mean, to reckon as a 
merit, to reward; in the same way, Psalm evi. 
31, and Romans, iv. 4, where Paul himself ex- 
plains prs by woodes. The declaring Abraham 
righteous did not consist in the simple forgive- 
ness of his sins, but in the bestowment of bless- 
ing and reward. Cf. James, ii. 21. 

The following considerations may help to set- 
tle the controversy :— 

(1) The purposes of God to forgive the trans- 
gressor his sins, and to, make him happy, are 
one and the same; but they may be distinguish- 
ed in our conceptions of them, and then his be- 
stowing reward is the immediate consequence 
of his granting forgiveness. For when God 
forgives one his sins, the bestowment of the 
promised good immediately succeeds. And 
when God sees one incapable of this good, he 
does not forgive his sins. 

(2) The sacred writers do not, in their terms, 
80 carefully distinguish and so logically divide 
these two ideas, which are so nearly related, as 
we do in scientific discussion. This is the less 
strange, as the words Suxaovy and Sixatwors have 
very many and various senses, one of which fre- 
quently runs into the other. The words are 
sometimes used in the Bible exclusive, beyond a 
doubt, of the idea of blessing, and sometimes 
also inclusive of it. 

(3) Bat this should not hinder us from dis- 
tinguishing these ideas, and considering them 
separately, tor the sake of clearness in scientific 
discussion. Here, however, as in respect to all 
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the divine purposes, we must guard against the 
idea of succession; and also against mistake from 
a comparison with human tribunals, where one 
may be entirely acquitted, without, however, 
receiving reward, or any further provision for 
his welfare. The accused is absolved, and then 
left to seek his fortune where he pleases. But 
this is not the manner of God. Upon every one 
whom he forgives, or whum he counts right- 
eous, God immediately be:tows, on the ground 
of faith in Jesus Christ, all the good and bless- 
ing which the subject of his grace is capable of 
enjoying. This is the reason why the sacred 
writers frequently connect these two ideas in 
the same word. Cf. Noesselt, Pfingstprogramm, 
De eo quid sit, Deum condonnare hominibus pec- 
cata, paenasque remittere? Hale, 1792, (in his 
Exercitt.) 

Morus (p. 151, s. 5) has therefore well de- 
fined and explained the scriptural idea of the 
forgiveness of sins in the wide sense in which it 
frequently occurs in the Bible, as including 
(1) exemption by God from the fatal conse- 
quences of sin—i. e., from fear of the suffering 
or punishment consequent upon sin, and from 
this suffering and punishment itself, (u7 anéaeo- 
Sac, John, iii.;) (2) the bestowment of bless- 
ings, (Cony %yew,) instead of this deserved pu- 
nishment. For both we are indebted to Christ. 
The ground and motive, however, of the forgive- 
ness of sin on the part of God is his unmerited 
goodness and benevolence. This is the uniform 
representation of the holy scriptures, John, iii. 
16, seq. Morus, p. 152, s. 6. 


SECTION CX. 


ILLUSTRATION OF THE SCRIPTURAL STATEMENT 
THAT MEN OWE IT TO CHRIST ALONE THAT GOD 
JUSTIFIES THEM, OR FORGIVES THEIR SINS. 


Since sin consists in transgression of the 
divine law, it is the prerogative of God alone to 
forgive sin. So the Bible everywhere teaches; 
Ps. li.; James, iv. 12, coll. Luke, v. 21. The 
gospel teaches that we are indebted for this for- 
giveness to Christ atone,—that God forgives on 
account of Christ. It everywhere magnifies this 
as one of the greatest divine favours, and as the 
foundation of all our blessedness; John, iii. 16; 
vi.; Heb. ix. 15; Rom. v. 1. Accordingly, the 
doctrine of forgiveness through Christ is always 
enumerated by the apostles among the principal 
doctrines and elementary principles of Chris- 
tianity, which were never to be withheld in reli- 
gious instruction. Vide 1 Thess. i. 10, 'Ijaois 
6 fvowevos meas ato tS opyns épxoutvys, et alibi. 
The Acts of the apostles and their epistles shew 
that they always commenced with this doctrine, 
and referred everything to it, both with Jews 
and Gentiles, enlightened and ignorant; becauss 
it is equally essential to all. 
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The following classes comprise the principal 
proof-texts relating to this point :— 

(1) The texts which declare that Christ has 
atoned for us ; and that to procure the remission 
of sins was the great object of his advent to the 
‘yorld; and that he accomplished this object; 
I John, ii. 1,2; Heb. i. 3, Av govroo KASApLooy 
MOnsausvos Tov Gmapt roy nuav. Heb. ix. 26, 
* He has appeared before God (weparépwrar, ver. 
24) with his offering, (Sid Svodas avrov,) to take 
away sin, (eis dSérnow duaprias,)’’—i. e., he 
sacrificed himself for us, he died for us, to free 
us from the punishment of sin, (vide ver. 14.) 

(2) The texts which require from us an un- 
limited confidence (xorts) in Christ, for the rea- 
son that we are indebted to him and to his per- 
son for our spiritual welfare and our acceptance 
with God. Acts, xxvi. 18, raBerv apecw auap- 
Tiwv—z LTE TH Ets ems ii. 38; Rom. v. 1, 
AcxawmSéivres Ex niorews, ecpnyny Exouev zpos 
®cov (the favour of God and peace of mind) da 
Xpeorov, (which we owe to Christ.) Eph. i. 7, 
"Ev @ (Xprorq) Exowev artorvrpwow Sua aluaros 
avrov—t. €., r7v apecty neparttwparar. 

(3) The texts which teach that there is no 
other way besides this in which the forgiveness 
of sin can be obtained. Heb. x. 26, «‘ For those 
who apostatize, contrary to their better convic- 
tions respecting Christ (Exovolws apaptarvorvtar, 
ver. 23; ili. 12, 13), there remains no atoning 
sacrifice (Svova epi auaprray)”—i. e., there is 
no way for them to obtain the forgiveness of 
their sins, since this is the only way, and this 
way they despise. Cf. Heb. vi. 4, seq. The 
discourse of Peter, Acts, iv. 12, Otx gorw ev 
BAA@ owrnpla, x. T. A Darnpea, in this pas- 
sage, is good, happiness, here and hereafter. 
This happiness can be obtained through no other 
person. ‘The name (person) of no other man 
under heaven is given to us for this object. 
“Ovoua here is connected éy drSpartous, no name 
among men. The meaning is, ‘¢ We are direct- 
ed by God to no other man, however holy, 
through whom to obtain safety and happiness, 
besides Jesus Christ.” 

4) The texts which teach clearly and_ ex- 
pressly that God forgives men their sins, or jus- 
tifies them, and frees them from the punishment 
of sin, solely on account of Christ. Acts, x. 
43, «To him gave all the prophets witness, 
that whoever believes in him should through 
him (Sid évdzaros adrov) receive remission of 
sins.” (Cf. Ps. xxii., xl., ex.; Is. lili.) Acts, 
xiii. 38, “Acad Tovrow tury apsors auaprtear 
maTayyEAMTOL, EVEN of those from which you 
could not be justified according to the law of 
Moses.” 1 John, ii. 12, “Apéovron tucy ob 
GUAT LAL Sua Oo dvoma avrov, propter Christum. 
Rom. v. 10, Karnaraynuey te @eq@ Suva vov Sava- 
r-y ov Liov avrov, coll. ver. 18, and I Thess. 
4 103 2 Cor. v. 21, «God treated him, who had 
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never sinned, as a sinner, in our stead, that we 
might be forgiven by God; yevdueSa dixavootvy 
@cov (i. €., S’xavoe évedztcoy @z0v) #y org,” om 
his account, ver. 19. 

But the passage which exhibits the mind of 
Christ and the apostles most fully and clearly 
is Romans, iii. 21—28. Cf. Noesselt, Abhand- 
lung, Opusce. t. ii. Paul here opposes the pre- 
vailing mistake respecting the merit of good 
works, and of the observance of the law, and 
the opinion that God loved the Jews alone, and 
comparatively disregarded every other people. 
Paul shews that, on the contrary, God feels a 
paternal interest in a// men, and is willing ta 
forgive ail, since all, as sinners, need forgive- 
ness ; but that men can never obtain a title to 
this forgiveness by their own imperfect obedi- 
ence to the Jaw, but only by faith in Christ, to 
whom they are indebted for this favour, and in 
a way exclusive of all personal desert. ‘+ Now 
(in the times of the New Testament) we are 
made acquainted, by the Christian doctrine, 
with the purpose of God to forgive us (éexavo- 
ovvy Ocov, ver. 22, 24,) without respect to the 
observance of the law as anything meritorious, 
(zepcs voxov;) of which purpose frequent indi- 
cations appear even in the Old ‘l'estament. 
This is God’s purpose to forgive men, on ac- 
count of their faith in Jesus Christ, without 
their own desert. This forgiveness is extended 
to all (Jews and Gentiles) who believe in 
Christ. All are sinners, unworthy of the di- 
vine favour, and deserving of punishment. But 
God, in the exercise of his impartial, paternal 
love, desires to make all men happy, and ac- 
cordingly intends this to be the means of the 
happiness of all, But this forgiveness is be- 
stowed upon them without their deserving it, 
(Sepedy,) from the mere mercy (yapis) of God, 
through the atonement of Christ. God hath 
appointed Christ to be an atoning sacrifice, 
(‘aaornpeov,) or a propitiator through faith in 
his blood, (i. e., God forgives us on his account, 
if we place our whole reliance upon his death, 
endured for our good.) He now indulgently 
forgives us our past sins, (committed before our 
conversion to Christ; cf. Heb. ix. 15.) He now 
shews (in these times of the New Testament) 
how merciful he is to al/ men, by forgiving 
(Suxavotv7a) every one (Jew or Gentile) who 
believes in Jesus Christ, (cov éx muorews.)”” 

The question arises, how and by what meana 
has Christ procured for us pardon from God, or 
the forgiveness of sins? , 

We find many clear declarations upon this 
point in the discourses of Jesus himself, espe- 
cially in the Gospel of John, where he frequent- 
ly speaks of his death, and of the worth and ad- 
vantages of it; John, iii. 14; Matt. xxvi. We 
find passages of the same kind even in the dis- 
eourses of John the Baptist, John, i. 29; and in 
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the prophecies to which Christ appeals as re- 
ferring to himself; Ps. xxii., xl.; Is. liii. But 
this doctrine is more clearly explained, deve- 
loped, and applied in the instructions of the 
apostles. While Christ was visibly upon the 
earth, he laid the foundation for this doctrine, 
but left it for his disciples to make a more full 
development and application of this, as well as 
of many other doctrines, after his sufferings and 
death should have become facts which had al- 
ready taken place. That the views which they 
give upon this subject did not originate merely 
in the conceptions then prevalent among the 
Jews and heathen, but are exactly suited to the 
universal necessities of raan, is clear from s. 
108. 

But there have always been some in the 
Christian church, and many in modern times, to 
whom this doctrine, so clearly taught in the 
New Testament, has been offensive, as it was 
formerly to many Jews and heathen; 1 Cor. i. 
2. And so they endeavour to give a different 
view from that given in the New Testament of 
the nature of the benefits which Christ has con- 
ferred upon the human race, confining them to 
his doctrine, and the results of it. So Socinus, 
and many of the same opinion in other parties. 
Sometimes they endeavour to deduce their opi- 
nions by a forced interpretation from the Bible. 
Sometimes they hold that the subject should 
not be definitely stated, at least in popular dis- 
course,—that it is sufficient to say, in general, 
we obtain forgiveness of sin through Christ, or 
through faith in Christ, leaving every one to un- 
derstand this statement in his own way. But 
the meaning of this indefinite phraseology must 
certainly be explained in theological instruction. 
Should it, then, be withheld from the people? and 
is it honest to refer the common people and the 
young to the holy scriptures by the language 
employed, and at the same time to teach them 
something widely different from what is con- 
tained in the Bible? If the conscience of any 
one does not pronounce such conduct inexeusa- 
ble, he should renounce the idea of being a 
Christian teacher. The question here is not, 
how the doctrine may be understood by learned 
men, judging independently of the authority of 
Revelation, but how the doctrine is taught in 
the New Testament? Since this book lies at 
the foundation of religious knowledge, the doc- 
trines and ideas which it contains should be ex- 
plained, and in a way which will be intelligi- 
ble to those who hear. And considering how 
adapted to the wants of man the scriptural doc- 
trine of forgiveness is, what a powerful influ- 
ence it exerts, how much it does to tranquillize 
the mind, to purify and elevate the character, it 
would be an act of rashness and cruelty to de- 
stroy the faith of men in it, and to rob them of 
a belief in place of which nothing can be sub- 
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stituted at once so plain to the reason, so bene» 
ficial to the character, and so consoling to the 
heart. 

The Bible ascribes the forgiveness which is 
procured for us by Christ principally to the fol- 
lowin points—viz., (1) his sufferings and vio- 
lent death; which is often called, according to the 
Hebrew idiom, aiua Xpiorov and craupos. This 
is the principal thing. In connexion with this it 
places (2) his resurrection, and (3) his interces 
sion. On these grounds God justifies or for- 
gives men. ‘These three parts will therefore be 
separately considered. S. 111, 112. 

Note.—We should not stop with one of these 
particulars, and overlook the rest. The resur- 
rection of Christ, according to the New Testa- 
ment, assures us of the validity of his atone- 
ment; and his intercession imparts a deep con- 
viction that, although he has ascended into the 
heavens, he is still mindful of us, and cares for 
our welfare. These three points together com- 
pose the entire meritum Christi. Persons are said 
merert, or, bene mereri de aliquo, when they as- 
sist another to obtain possession of any advan- 
tage. Sometimes these advantages themselves, 
which are obtained by the assistance of a bene- 
factor, are called merzta. But the custom of the 
schools, ever since the time of the schoolmen, 
has been, to call the death of Christ, so far as 
we ate indebted to it for pardon and eternal hap- 
piness, the meritum Christi, by way of emi- 
nence; meaning that we owe these spiritual 
blessings to the death of Christ, without deny- 
ing that he has deserved well of the human race 
in other ways. Considering that this phraseo- 
logy has now become established in systema- 
tic theology, Morus (p. 171, 172, s. 5) justly 
thinks that it should be preserved, as a devia 
tion from it might produce confusion. 


SECTION CXI. 


OF THE SUFFERINGS AND DEATH OF CHRIST ; HOW 
FAR WE ARE INDEBTED TO THEM FOR OUR JUS- 
TIFICATION OR PARDON} TOGETHER WITH OB 
SERVATIONS ON SOME OF THE PRINCIPAL AT 
TRIBUTES (AFFECTIONES) OF THE DEATH OF 
CHRIST. 


We shall adhere, in this place, simply to the 
doctrine and representations of the New Testa- 
ment, and hereafter (s. 114) treat of the various 
explanations which have been given in later 
times of this doctrine, and of the various eccle- 
siastical opinions Dz SATISFACTIONE. 


I. The Sufferings and Death of Christ; and how 
far men are indebted to them for their Justificas 
tion or Forgiveness. 


By the sufferings and death of Christ, accord 


ing to the scriptures, many objects and ends 
which God had in view were attained, and they 
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may therefore be considered in various lights, 
all of which are important and full of instruc- 
tion, Thus the death of Christ furnishes a proof 
of the great love of God and of Christ to us. It 
is an example of the greatest steadfastness, con- 
fidence in God, and patience, &c. And these 
views of it are often presented in the New Tes- 
tament, but by no means the most frequently. 
The sufferings and death of Christ are mainly 
considered as the ground or procuring-cause of 
our forgiveness and of our spiritual welfare. 
«* All men are sinners, and consequently deserv- 
ing of punishment. The ground on which God 
pardons them, or forgives their sin, is the suf- 
ferings and death of Christ, or his blood shed 
for them. He endured the misery which we 
should have endured as the penalty of sin, in 
order that we might be saved from deserved 
punishment.” Suchis the uniform doctrine of 
the Bible, the reason and object of it are plain 
from what was remarked in s. 108. Without 
this doctrine the Bible is not consistent. Our 
forgiveness, then, does not depend upon our re- 
formation and holiness, by which we deserve no- 
thing from God, (Gal. ii. 21;) but upon the 
death of Christ, of which our holiness is the re- 
sult. The death of Christ is the antecedent, our 
holiness the consequent. 

This doctrine is briefly and summarily taught 
in the following passages, part of which have 
been already explained, and the remainder of 
which will be hereafter; viz., Matt. xxvi. 28; 
Rom. iii. 25; v. 8,9; Eph. i. 7; Heb. ix. 12, 
£55963 1 Jolin, 1. 7. 

The death of Christ, however, is not here 
mentioned, exclusively of his other sufferings. 
Vides. 95. All together constitute that which 
Paul calls the ixaxoy of Christ, Rom. v. 19, 
because he endured them from obedience to God, 
Phil. ii. 8. Theologians call them all obedientia 
passiva. But death, especially a violent death, 
most deeply moves our sensibilities, and com- 
prises, as we regard it, the sum and substance 
of all other sufferings and punishments. For 
this reason the New Testament makes more fre- 
quent mention of the death, blood, and cross of 
Christ. 

The following passages clearly and distinctly 
teach that Christ has effected the deliverance 
of man from the deserved punishment of sin, by 
means of his sufferings and violent death—viz., 

(1) The texts which teach that Christ suf- 
fered or died for all sinners, or fur all the sins 
of men; dea (napanrouara), wept (xornuy), 
but more commonly dxép (apaprwrdy or xav- 
gov OF duapriay yucr), Hebrew, oy. E. g., 
Matt. xxvi. 28, ‘The blood shed for many, for 
the remission of sins.’’? Rom. iv. 25; v. 63 1 
Mor. xv. 33 2 Cor. v. 14,15; 1 Pet. iii. 18; Is. 
ill. 5, seq. s 

It haa been objected against this proof, that 


to do a thing itp rivos, sometimes means sim- 
ply to do it for the good of any one, to instruct 
him, improve him, or to give him an example, 
So Col. i. 24, where Paul speaks of his sufferings 
For the good of (ixépy the Colossians and of the 
whole Christian church, because he was perse- 
cuted by his enemies, and then imprisoned at 
Rome. But the sense even here is, “he con- 
gratulates himself that he can undergo in his 
own person what would otherwise have befallen 
the whole church; while the general hatred 
lights upon him, others escaped.” When now 
this phraseology is used in the New Testament 
with reference to Christ, it never means that he 
died fo teach men, &c.; but always, énstead, in 
the place of men, to deliver them. He suffered 
what we should have suffered; endured the 
penalty of the law, which we should have en- 
dured. ‘This is confirmed by the passage Is. 
liii., from which these terms are so frequentiy 
borrowed in the New Testament. And this is 
decisively proved by the passage Rom. v. 6, 
where it is said that Christ died for (imép) sin- 
ners. ‘This cannot mean that by his death he 
gave men an example of firmness, or sought to 
reform them. For in ver. 7, we read, * There 
are but few instances among men (like that of 
Damon and Pythias) of one dying for an inno- 
cent friend; and indeed the examples are rare 
of one dying (as Peter was willing to do ixép 
Xpusrov, John, xiii. 37) even for a benefactor 
(ayaSos.) But there is no example of one dying 
for rebels and criminals, to rescue them from 
the death which they deserved, and yet so did 
Christ die for us.”” Paul could not have ex- 
pressed his meaning more clearly. According- 
ly, he says, 2 Cor. v. 14, «Did one (Christ) 
die for all, then were all dead.” 

Further; if this phraseology meant nothing 
more than is contended for by the objector, if 
might be used with reference to the death of the 
apostles and other martyrs. But this is never 
the case in the New Testament. No one of 
them is ever said to havé died for the world, 
for sinners, or sin. It is said respecting Christ 
exclusively, 6ci—sis inip mayday antéSove, 2 
Cor. v. 14, 15, coll. 1 Cor. i. 13, ** Was Paul 
crucified for (izeép) you?” 

The meaning, then, of the phraseology 
«‘ Christ suffered for us, or in our place,” is this 
«¢ Since Christ suffered for our sins, we ourselves 
are freed from the necessity of enduring the pu- 
nishment which they deserved. It is the same as 
if we had ourselves endured this punishment; 
and therefore it need no longer be feared.”? The 
epistles to the Romans, Corinthians, Galatians, 
and Hebrews, are full of texts of this import. 
Cf. Morus, p. 151, and Storr, Doctrina Christ. 
p. 254. 

/2) The texts whien teach that Christ was 
treated 48 a sinner; and this in our stead, that 
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we might te considered as forgiven by God. 
2 Cor. v. 21, where dmapria OF auaprwroy stoves 
is, to treat one as a sinner, to punish him; as the 
opposite Sixovov rtovety or Sexavovy is to treat as 
innocent, to forgive. Jesus was treated in this* 
way tip quay, which is explained by what 
follows, ‘that we, on Christ’s account, might 
be treated by God as just or innocent”—i. e., 
might be saved from deserved punishment; 
yurduesa, Sixavoobyy @zov—i. €., Sixavoe Eviomivoy 
@z0v. So also Gal. iii. 13, «Christ hath re- 
deemed us (who as sinners must fear the threat- 
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God, which bears the sins of the world !”?——a 
comparison drawn from sacrifices. This com- 
parison is inapplicable, according to the other 
interpretation—the Lamb which makes us pious 
and virtuous. In Heb. ix., the figure implied 
in rposevexSecs is taken from sacrifices. In 1 
Pet. ii. 24, the two ideas are distinguished ; 
first, “‘he bore our sins on the cross,” (f. Gey 
suffered on the cross the punishment of our 
sins ;) then, “that we might die to sin (spiritu- 
ally), and live wholly to holiness, (Suxacocivy.)”” 

(4) The passages which teach that the death 


enings of the law) from the threatened punish- 
ment of the law (xarapa vomov), yevomevos 
inip 7uav xarapa,” forimxaraparos, (as in 
ver. 10;)—i. e., by enduring for us a cruel capi- 
tal punishment, (to which, according to the 
law of Moses, only the grossest offenders were 
liable.) Cf. Isaiah, liii. 4—6, from which the 
apostles frequently borrow these and similar 
expressions, 

(3) With the passages already cited belong 
those which teach that Christ took upon himself 
and bore the sins of men—i. e., endured the pu- 
nishment which men would have endured for 
their sins. In Hebrew the phrase is py Nv, or 
bap; in the Septuagint and the New Testament, 
pépery OF aipery duapreas. It occurs in the text, 
Is. lili. 4, which is always referred by the New 
Testament to Christ. Also John, i. 29; 1 Pet. ii. 
24; Heb. ix, 28, &c. Some would render pépevy 
or aipery auapriow by auferre peccatum, to make 
men virtuous, to reform them in a moral respect. 
The only passage in the New Testament in 
in which the phrase will bear this interpretation 
is 1 John, iil. 5, where it is equally capable of 
the other rendering. The phrase commonly 
has the meaning first given, and a different in- 
terpretation does the greatest violence to the 
passages in which it occurs; the comparison 
being so clearly derived from sacrifices. 

But what is the origin of this signification of 
the term? In the Old Testament, sin is fre- 
quently compared with a burden which oppresses 
any one, and which he is compelled to carry, 
when he feels the unpleasant consequences of 
sin, or is punished. So in Arabic, to bear one’s 
own or another’s burden. Hence the phrase was 
used in reference (a) to the victim, which was 
sacrificed for the atonement of sin. The victim 
was supposed to have the sin or punishment 
laid upon it; Lev. xvi. 21, 22. (b) In reference 
to men; and first, to such as were punished for 
their own sins, Lev. xx. 19; xxiv. 15; and, se- 
condly, to such as were punished on account of 
the sins of others, Lam. v. 7, «We must bear 
the sins of our fathers.”” Ezek. xviii. 20; also, 
Is, Jiii., «* The punishment dies on him; he bears 
our sins.”? ‘This sense holds in the passages 
eited from the New Testament. 


of Christ was a ransom for us, (atzpor, avti- 
auzporv,) 1 Tim. ii. 6, and even in the discourse 
of Christ, Matt. xx. 28. The term 2trpoy de- 
notes anything by which one is freed, delivered, 
Vide s. 106, II. The meaning of the proposition 
then, is this: The death of Christ was the means 
of delivering and rescuing us from the greatest 
misery, from the punishment of sin; or, accord- 
ing to Heb. ix. 12, « Christ, aioviay AT Pwo” 
ebpauevos, effected our eternal liberation from 
misery and punishment;” Is. xliii. 3, 4. 

(5) All the texts which compare the death of 
Christ with the sacrifices and Levitical ordi- 
nances of the Old Testament; also the texts 
which teach that the death of Christ obtained, 
once for all, and in a far more perfect manner, 
the advantages which men had hoped to obtain 
from their sacrifices and expiatory rites. This 
doctrine was indeed founded in the ideas preva- 
lent at that period, and was particularly evident 
and convincing to the Jews then living, and te 
such of the heathen nations as were accustomed 
to the rites of sacrifice. But it was by no means 
intended for such exclusively; since it is also 
founded in a feeling which is universal among 
men, that some means of atonement are neces- 
sary; s. 108. The apostles, therefore, in their 
instructions to Jews, heathen, and Christians, de- 
rive their expressions and comparisons from sa- 
crifices, and only in their instructions to Jews, 
from the particular services of the Mosaic ritual. 

The idea which lies at the foundation of this 
comparison is this: «+ Christ by his death liberated 
us from death” (punishment of siny, which we 
should have suffered ; and we should see in him 
(a) what dreadful consequences our sins incur, 
and (b) how gracious God is, in forgiving us fot 
the sake of Christ.”? Ephes. v. 2, apéSwxey 
tavtoy dip yudy Ora Apoopopar, Svaiar, 
douny evodias. Romans, iii. 25, (txaorxpror.) 
Heb. ix. 7, 1I—28; x. 1—14; Acts, xiii. 38, &c, 
Hence the term olua (cawdes cruenta), which se 
_ frequently stands for the death of Christ, is to be 
understood in its full sense. It frequently stands 
in such a connexion as shews that the figure is 
derived from the blood of the sacrificial victim, 


_ and from the qualities ascribed to it—e. g., Heb, 


‘Behold the (sacrificial) lamb acceptable to 


John, i. 29, | 


ix. 13, 14, alua cadpor xai rpdyav, in opposition 
‘to aiua Xpustov—xasapuet. 1 John, i. 7, «The 
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blood of Christ cleanses,” &c. 1 Pet. i. 19, 
‘The blood of Christ, @ lamb without spot or 
blemish.” 

Taking all these texts together, there is no 
room to doubt that the apostles entertained the 
opinions respecting the death of Christ, and its 
effect, which were ascribed to them at the com- 
mencement of this section, These opinions have 
been shewn (s. 108), not only to correspond with 
the particular circle of ideas with which they 
were familiar at that period, but to meet a uni- 
versal necessity of man. This is a necessity, 
indeed, which is but little felt by the learned, 
and least of all by the merely speculative scho- 
lar. Vide 1 Cor. i.—iii. 


e 
Il. Universality, and Perfect and Perpetwal Validity 
of the Atonement. 


(1) Its universality. Two points must here 
be noticed. 

First. According to the clear testimony of 
the Bible, Christ endured death for the whole 
human race; 2 Cor. v. 14, 15, inip xavrwv are- 
savy. Ver. 19, ‘God reconciled the world to 
himself through Christ.” 1 Tim. ii. 6, dovs 
Eautov avtlAurpoy Drip navtwv. 1 John, ii. 2, 
“He is the propitiator, not only for our sins, (i. 
e., those of Christians,) but also for the sins 
Gaov tov xdouov,” &c. But the passages which 
are most explicit upon this subject are found in 
the epistle to the Romans, where Paul contro- 
verts the mistaken opinion of the Jews that the 
blessings of the Messiah’s kingdom belong ex- 
clasively to the posterity of Abraham. He 
shews, Romans, v. 12—19, that as one man was 
the author of sin in the world, and of the conse- 
quent punishment which all now endure, so one 
man is the author of salvation and forgiveness 
for all. In Romans, iii. 9, 22, he shews that as 
the moral disease is universal among men, the 
remedy must needs be universal; and, in ver. 
29, that the benevolence of God is not confined 
to a small portion, but embraces the whole fa- 
mily of man. 

In such passages of the New Testament, the 
term soaroc or of monroe frequently stands for 
navees. E. g., Rom. v. 19, ot woraoc stands for 
all men who are obnoxious to punishment and 
need forgiveness; as it reads ver. 12, 18. The 
gamelin ver. 15. Cf. Matt. xx. 28; xxvi. 28; 
1 Cor, x. 33, &c. The Hebrews used the word 
pean in the same way, Is. liii. 12. .2// involves 
the idea of many, and hence in the ancient lan- 
guages the words which signify many are often 
used to denote wniversality—so many! such a 
multitude! This was the case especially where 
only one was pointed out in contrast to the many ; 
one for so many ! 

Note.—The question has been asked, whether 
Christ died for the ungodly. The strict particu- 
,ariste and predestinarians answered this ques- 
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tion in the negative, on the ground that the 
death of Christ does not actually secure the sai. 
vation of the wicked, and is of no advantage to 
them. But because some, by their c-vn fault, 
derive no advantage from the death of Christ, 
We cannot say that the death of Christ does not 
concern them, and that Christ did not die for 
them, any more than we can say that divine in- 
struction has no power in itself to reform man- 
kind, because many will not allow themselves 
to be reformed by it. Moreover, this opinion is 
inconsistent with the New Testament. In 2 Pet. 
li. 1, the false teachers and deceivers, whom a 
dreadful destruction awaited, are said expressly 
to deny the Lord who bought (redeemed) them. 
Misunderstanding and logomachy may be obvi- 
ated by attending to the just remark of the 
schoolmen, that the design of the death of Christ, 
and the actual results of it, should be distinguish- 
ed. .Aclw primo, Christ died for all men; but 
actw secundo, not for all men, but only for be- 
lievers—i. e., according to the purpose of God, 
all might be exempted from punishment and 
rendered happy by the death of Christ; but all 
do not suffer this purpose actually to take effect 
with regard to themselves; and only believers 
actually attain to this blessedness. 

Secondly. Christ removed the whole punish- 
ment of sin; his death atoned for a// sins. So 
the apostles declare. 1 John, i. 7, **The blood 
of Christ cleanses from ail sin.” Romans, v. 
16; viii. 1, odd8y xaraxpywa rors év Xpror@, Acts, 
xiil. 38, &c. But an apparent difficulty is here 
suggested, which must be answered from the 
discussion respecting punishments, (s. 86, 87,) 
and can therefore only be touched here. 

Now there are two kinds of punishments— 
viz., natural, such as flow from the nature and 
character of the moral action itself, (e. g., debi- 
lity and disease from luxurious excess;) and 
positive, such as do not result directly from the 
nature and character of the moral action, but are 
connected with it by the free will of the law- 
giver. God actually threatens to inilict such 
positive punishments upon the wicked, espe+ 
cially in the future world; just as he promises, 
on the other hand, to bestow positive rewards in 
the future world upon the righteous, s. 87. 
Again; the natural punishments of sin are of 
two kinds—viz., (a) physical, as sickness in 
consequence of immoderation; and (0) moral 
(by far the worst!), such as disquiet of mind, 
remorse of conscience, and dread of God; s. 86, 
II. 2. 

Now, has Christ redeemed us from all these 
punishmgnts ? Those who mean to speak strictly 
and logically reply, no! Christ has redeemed 
us, properly speaking, only from postlive divine 
punishments in the future world, and from that 
kind of natural punishments which may be called 
moral, or the evil results of sin ina moral respect. 
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Even the man who is reformed still retains the 
sonsciousness of the sins which he has commit- 
ted, and reflects upon them with sorrow, shame, 
and regret. But the pardoned sinner knows 
that God, for Christ’s sake, has forgiven his 
sins; and so is no longer subject to that disquiet 
of mind, pain of conscience, dread of God and 
despair—the pxna moralis of sin, which render 
the wicked miserable. 

The physical part of natural punishment in- 
deed remains, even after the transgressor is re- 
formed. If any one, by his extravagance, has 
made himself sick and poor, he will not, in con- 
sequence of being pardoned and renewed, become 
well and prosperous. The physical conse- 
quences of sin continue, not only through the 
present life, but probably through the life to 
come. They can be obviated only by a miracu- 
lous interference of God, which is nowhere pro- 
mised, 


medicine; they have a good effect, and secure 
us from turning again from the right path. Al- 
though one who is pardoned has therefore no 
right to expect that the physical evils resulting 
from his transgression will be counteracted by 
his being subsequently forgiven, yet he may 
hope, both from what has now been said and 


from common experience, that these evils will | 


be very much diminished, will lose the terror 
of punishment, and contribute to his good. Such 
is the case exactly with bodily death. 

The same truth is taught in the Bible, not 
indeed in a scientific manner, which would be 
unintelligible to men at large, but in the popular 
manner, in which it should always be taught. 
1) The Bible never says that Christ has entirely 
removed the physical evils which naturally re- 
sult from sin. (2) When the sacred writers say 


that Christ suffered punishment for us, they mean | 


principally the postive punishment, from which 
he has liberated us by his sufferings and death. 
Vide s. 87, N». 2. They also teach, (3) That 
one who trusts in Christ ean take courage, can 
love God and confide in him without dreading 
his anger, and without distressing himself in 
view of his past guilt, which is now forgiven 
him for the sake of Christ. The remission of 
the moral punishments which naturally flow 
from sin is thus set forth in a manner which 
ought to be followed by the public teacher. 
Vide s. 109, ad finem. (4) But the terms par- 
don and forgiveness of sin are frequently used in 
the New Testament in a wider sense, compre- 
hending all the divine favours which the par- 
doned receive from God; they denote the whole 
amount of the blessedness—the salvation—which 
the pardoned enjoy. Vide s. 109, Note. If, 
therefore, (5) the natural physical consequences 
of past sins are not removed, they still lose their 
severity; they are rendered mild and in many 


But these very physical consequences | 
of sin, whose evil is so lasting, are like a bitter | 
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respects beneficial ; they are vastly overbalanced - 
by the various blessings bestowed, and thus 
cease, in their actual effects, to be punishments. 
The holy scriptures, therefore, declare with 
truth, that the blood of Christ atones for a// sins. 
Cf. the programm of Noesselt, above cited. 

Note.—Theologians have been divided on the 
question, whether the apostles held that the sins 
committed before Christ, or during the Old-Tes- 
tament dispensation, were forgiven by God on 
account of the atonement to be afterwards made 
Doederlein and others take the negative side 
They say that the dpeors xpoyeyovoray auaptyua- 
zav, Rom. iii. 25, may denote the remission of 
the sins which the Jews and Gentiles of that 
age had committed before tkeir conversion to 
Christianity. The zapaSdces éxi ry mpory 
SvaSjxn, Heb. ix. 15, may be understood in the 
same way, or may denote the sins which were 
irremissible during the Old-Testament dispensa- 
tion. Videver.9. But the context of this pas- 
sage is more favourable to the common interpre- 
tation. 

Besides, the affirmative of this question is 
supported, (1) By the whole analogy of scrip- 
ture. The Jews of that age agree with Christ 
and the apostles in teaching that men of the 
earliest times hoped for the Messiah—that the 
divine ordinances of the former dispensation re- 
ferred to him, and pointed him out—and that all 
the pious of antiquity confided in him. Vide 
John, viii. 56; Luke, x. 24; 1 Pet. i. 10, 11. 
Cf. s. 90. (2) By the passage, Heb. ix. 26, 
where this doctrine is plainly implied. * God 
appointed that Christ should suffer and die for 
all sins, and once for all. Otherwise, it would 
have been necessary that he should suffer more 
than once (xoaaraxcs) from the beginning of the 
world; since there were always sinners in the 
world.” This plainly involves the sentiment 
that Christ died for the.men who lived before 
him. The opinion of Leeffler and other modern 
waiters, that pardon through the death of Christ 
related only to the new converts from Judaism 
and heathenism is entirely false and contredic- 
tory to the New Testament. Vide Gal. iii. 21, 
seq.; Romans, i. 18, seq., coll. 1 Thess. i. 10; 
John, iii, 13—16; Romans, v. 18, 19; and 
especially 1 John, ii. 1, 2. 

(2) The other attribute of the atoning death 
of Christ is, its permanent and perfect vaiidity, 
(perennitas, perennis valor meriti Christi.) 

This doctrine is held in opposition to those 
who believe that the expiatory sacrifce of 
Christ is not valid and sufficient for the atone 
ment of some particular sins, and who therefore 
seek for other means of obtaining pardon, such 
as penances and satisfactions. This opinion 
has not only prevailed in modern times, espe- 
cially since the middle ages, throughout the 
whole body of the Romish church, bet formers 
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ly, though in different forms, even in the times 
of the apostles, among Jews and Gentiles. Vide 
8.108, No. I, Paul therefore shews, especially 
in his epistle to the Hebrews, that Christ had 
sacrificed himself once for all (dta€) for all sins, 
and that now no more sacrifices, penances, and 
expiations are necessary for men. Heb. vii. 
27, Tovro exoinosy édamat, éavrdv dwevéryxas. 
Ileb. ix. 25, 26—28, « He appeared at the close 
of this age, da£ sis asérnowy awaprvas: and then 
das mpoosvexSels eis 1d MoAdGY dveveyxety Guap- 
vias. So also, x. 14, pra mpoopopg rerercetwxer 
fis TO Sunvexés tovs ayralouévovs. Accord- 
ingly, Christ is said, ix. 11, by his once enter- 
ing into the heavens, to have procured eternal 
redemption, (aiariow rAvrpactr-) 


SECTION CXII 


OF THE INFLUENCE WHICH THE RESURRECTION OF 
CHRIST, AND HIS SUBSEQUENT EXALTATION AND 
INTERCESSION, HAVE UPON OUR FORGIVENESS OR 
JUSTIFICATION. 


Ir was observed (s. 110, ad finem) that the 
New Testament points to three particulars in 
the justification procured for us by Christ. The 
first of these, the death of Christ, was consider- 
ed, s. 111. We come now to treat of the two 
remaining particulars. 


I. The Influence of the Resurrection and Exaltation 
of Christ upon our Justification. 


We have before examined (s. 37) what is 
uniformly taught in the Bible respecting the re- 
surrection of Christ, and the great tmportance 
of this event, and all this is here presupposed. 
The resurrection of Christ is mentioned, in con- 
nexion with our justification, with the most dis- 
tinctness in the two following texts—viz., 2 Cor. 
y. 15, «* Christians should not live for their own 
pleasure (avrg Cyv), but for the honour of 
Christ, and according to his will, 7¢ txép abray 
dnoSavovte xat éyepSévee”’ (Sc. dxép adray) 3 and 
Rom. iv. 25, ‘* He died (according to the divine 
purpose) dua 7a nopanrauora nucv, Ayép dn 
dua tnv Suxavocbyny “Mar.” 

What is meant by his being raised for our 
justification must be gathered from other pas- 
sages. 1 Pet. i. 3, God has made us, by 
means of Christianity, reformed men (born 
again), that we might cherish a firm hope («cs 
zanida Cacav, sc. of future happiness, ver. 4), 
through the resurrection of Christ. 1 Pet. 1. 21, 
«‘ God has raised Christ and rewarded him with 
glory (the state of exaltation in the heavens), 
that he—the risen and glorified Christ—might 
be your confidence and hope in God”—i. e., that 
you should consider him as the person to whom 
alone you are indebted for the confidence which 
y>u now are enabled to repose in God. 1 Cor. 
xv. 17, “If Christ were not risen, then the con- 


| fidence (xores) which you feel in him would 
be vain; tru goré év guapeiaus duar—i. e., you 
could not be certain of that forgiveness which 
you now hope to obtain from God through 
Christ. Cf. Rom. viii. 34. 

From these passages taken together we can 
easily gather the relation and connexion in 
which the resurrection and exaltation of Christ 
stand to our justification and forgiveness. The 
resurrection of Christ, then, cannot be consider- 
ed to have any desert in itself alone, nor can it 
be supposed, separately considered, to have freed 
us from the punishment of sin. But, according 
to the Bible, the resurrection of Christ and his 
subsequent reward in heaven give attestation 
and confirmation to all that he tawght and suf- 
fered. For since God raised and rewarded 
Christ, we must conclude that He fully ap- 
proved of everything which Jesus taught and 
performed—and that Christ must have accom- 
plished His designs. Did Christ suffer and 
die with the intention of liberating us from the 
punishment of sin, we may be sure, since his 
resurrection and exaltation, that he fully attain- 
ed this object, and that we can now through him 
lay claim to reward and eternal happiness. This 
is what Peter means by wvorus xai éants 7uor. 
In the passage cited from 1 Cor., Paul means to 
say, thatif Christ were not risen, we might be 
led to suspect that he had not performed what 
he promised and undertook to perform. 

We are now prepared to understand the mean- 
ing of the declaration in the Epistle to the Ro- 
mans, #yépsy els Suxavoodyyny nuov—vizZ., in order 
to afford us certainty of our forgiveness, of which 
we could have no certainty if Christ had re- 
mained inthe grave. Vide Acts, xiii. 37, 38. 
Accordingly, the resurrection and exaltation 
(50§a, as Peter has it), of Christ are the eon- 
firmation and assurance of our justification, 
while the sufferings and death of Christ are pro- 
perly the procuring cause of it. 


° 


Il. The Influence of the Intercession of Christ upon 
our Justification. 


(1) Sketch of the history of this doctrine. 

Many theologians, and some of the ecclesias- 
tical fathers, represent intercession as a conti- 
nued external action of Christ, different from 
his atonement, by which blessings are not only 
imparted to us, but likewise procured for us. 
Among the fathers who held this opinion were 
Gregory of Nazianzen, Gregory the Great, 
Paulus of Aquilia, and others; among moder 
theologians, Calvin, and of the Lutheran church, 
Chemnitz, Baumgarten, and others. ‘These 
writers regard the intercession of Christ asa 
distinct work performed by him in his state ot 
exaltation in heaven. They have very different 
conceptions, however, respecting the manner of 
this work, some of which are very gross. Many 
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af them contended for an intercessio verbalis— | 


é. g., Cyprian and Augustine; and their opi- 
nion was adopted in the Romish church. Ac- 
cordingly, Luther renders éyrvyzaver, Heb. vil. 
25, « Er bittet fiir sie,” (he prays for them.) So 
Detavius, Hollaz, Quenstedt, and many others, 
among the Lutherans. They also differ widely 
“rom one another respecting the nature, object, 
and continuance of this intercession. Some 
consider it as belonging to the sacerdotal office, 
in which case the comparison is drawn from 
the Jewish high priest in the Epistle to the He- 
brews. Nothing definite upon the subject ap- 
pears in the symbols, except in the Augsburg 
Confession; and even there no distinct expla- 
nation is given. 

Another theory, which entirely divests the 
subject of its material dress, and which has 
therefore been more generally approved in mo- 
dern times, was first distinctly stated by Philip 
Limborch, the Arminian theologian, and by 
Museus in the seventeenth century. They 
consider the intercession of Christ to be merely 
the relation in which he, in his state of exalta- 
tion, stands to sinners, as their Redeemer, and 
not as a continued action, by which he still pro- 
motes the welfare of men, and by which salva- 
tion is still procured for them. ‘The same opi- 
nion is found in Ballhorn’s dissertation, De zn- 
tercessione Christi sacerdotal, (among Walch’s 
Vorsitze;) GOttingen, 1774. This opinion, 
however, does not exactly correspond with the 
loctrine of the Bible. 

(2) Explanation of the texts relating to this 
subject, and an elucidation of the ideas contained 
in them. These texts are— 

(2) 1 John, ii. 1. ‘When a Christian has 
committed sin, (let him not despair of pardon, 
but encourage himself with the thought, that) 
we have mapaxarndov xpos cov marépo, in 
Jesus, the righteous.” Here wapaxaqros is, pa- 
tronus, advocate, defender, (Fiirsprecher, Luther.) 
This name is given by Philo to the ministers 
and favourites at court, who promise to any one 
the favour of the king; and also to the high 
priest, the expiator of the people. Vide Pro- 
gramm, De Christo et Spiritu Sancto paracletis, 
in “Scripta varii argumenti,”’? Num. iv. In 
this respect it is that Christ is called Mapaxan- 
tos. He is our expiator, tracuwds mepi duaptear, 
ver. 2, Accordingly, the meaning of this pas- 
sage is, that since Christ is exalted to heaven, 
and while he continues there, we may be firmly 
convinced that God will be gracious to us, and 
for Christ’s sake will remit the punishment of 
our sins; and that Christ, in his state of exalta- 
tion, continues without intermission his cares 
for the welfare of men. 

(b) Rom. viii. 34, Here Paul says, «No one 
ean condemn (xazaxpuvery) the friends of God, 
(Christians.) They are exempt from punish- 
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ment. Christ died for them; and inaved, (what 
might add to their confort,) had risen again, 
was seated on the right hand of Gcd, 6s xau év- 
rvyzaver drip quar, (vertritt uns, Luther.) “Ev- 
rvyzaverv, joined with the dative, means occur- 
rere alicui; then, adire, convenire aliquem, Acts, 
xxv. 24; joined with xazca (rivos), aecusare, 
Rom. xi. 2; with izép (cvvos), medium se alte- 
rius causa interponere, to interpose in behalf of 
one, to intercede for him; as here, intercedere 
pro aliquo, deprecari, causam alicujus agere. 
From this text it does not appear that this in- 
tercession was performed by words. ‘The prin- 
cipal idea is, ** Christ is now, as it were, our 
patron with God; his being with God in hea- 
ven gives us the consoling assurance that 
through him we are for ever reconciled with 
God and freed from the punishment of sin; and 
that, as the advocate and patron of the pious, 
Christ still prosecutes in heaven his labours for 
their welfare.” 

(c) Heb. vii. 25, seq. Here the case is the 
same. ‘Christ (being an eternal high priest) 
can for ever bless (odGevv eis ro wavzenés) all 
those who seek the favour of God through his 
mediation, since he ever lives eis ro évrvyxa- 
vey —. e., since Christ ever lives with God 
in heaven we can always be sure of forgiveness 
and of every divine blessing; for he is not in 
heaven in vain, but even there continues to be 
engaged for our welfare. The phrase zntercessic¢ 
sacerdotalis is taken from this passage; for the 
figure here, as in the whole chapter, is borrowed 
from the Jewish high priest, who on the great 
day of atonement entered into the most holy 
place and made expiation for the sins of the 
people, (pro populo intercedebat apud Deum.) 
He did not do this, however, by words (he spake 
no word, vide Ex, xxviii. and Lev. xvii.), bute 
by action—namely, by offering the blood of the 
victim. The object of this comparison, then, 
is to shew that Christ performs with God in 
the heavenly world what the Jewish high priest 
did yearly for the people upon the earth. It re- 
fers, then, both to the permanent validity of the 
atonement of Christ, and to his continued la- 
bours in heaven for the salvation of men. Re- 
specting this figure, cf. Morus, p. 155, seq. 

(d) Heb. ix. 24—a parallel passage, which 
confirms the above explanation. «+ Christ did 
not enter into an earthly temple, like the Jewish 
high priest, but into heaven itself, xb» éu@arve- 
SHVAL TH mposdrA@ Ocov drip 7ucv’—the very 
phrase applied to the high priest when he pre- 
sented to God, in the temple, the blood of atone- 
ment for the people. It means, therefore, «in 
order to procure for us a firm assurance of being 
expiated, or of forgiveness of our sins, and of 
the enjoyment of all the spiritual blessings cone 
nected with forgiveness.” 

The intercession of Christ before God in the 
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heavenly world denotes, then, both the lasting 
and perfect validity and efficacy of his atone- 
ment, of which we obtain consoling assurance by 
Lis abiding with God in his state of exaltation, 
aud also the continued wakeful care which Jesus 
Christ exercises in heaven over his followers on 
the earth. 
is one of the chief employments which Christ 
prosecutes in heaven in his state of exaltation, 
as the King and Patron of men, and especially 
of the Christian church, and its individual mem- 
bers; s. 98. He is our Paracletus and Patron, 
therefore, not merely in respect to what he for- 
merly did for men while upon the earth, but also 
in respect to the efforts which he still continues 
to make for our welfare. 

The Bible nowhere teaches that this interces- 
ston consists in words. But considering that 
Christ must still be regarded as a man, though 
*n heaven, there is no objection to representing 
the thing under the figure of actual intercession. 
In brief, Christ does for us all and more than 
could be done among men through verbal inter- 
cession, or other kinds of interposition, by a 
powerful human advocate. The passage, Heb. 
xil. 24, may here be compared: ** The blood of 
Christ speaks better (for us) than the blood of 
Abel.” The blood of Abel cried to God for 
vengeance upon Cain. The death of Christ 
moves God, not to punish, but to bless and for- 
give. 


SECTION CXIII. 


THE SCRIPTURE DOCTRINE OF PARDON OR JUSTIFI- 
CATION THROUGH CHRIST, AS AN UNIVERSAL AND 
UNMERITED FAVOUR OF GOD. 


I. The Universality of this Benefit. 
* Iris universal as the atonement itself. Vide 
s. Lil, Il. If the atonement extends to the 
whole human race, justification must also be 
universal—i. e., all must be able to obtain the 
actual forgiveness of their sins and blessedness 
on account of the atonement of Christ. But in 
order to obviate mistakes, some points may re- 
quire explanation. Justification, then, is wn- 
versal, 

(1) In respect to the persons to be pardoned. 

All men, according to the Bible, may partake 
of this benefit. It was designed for all. Vide 
especially Rom. iii. 23; v. 15; s. 111, in oppo- 
sition to Jewish exclusiveness. It is bestowed, 
however, conditionally ; certain conditions are 
prescribed which are indispensable. Those who 
do not comply with these conditions are excluded 
from the enjoyment of the benefit. Justification 
and forgiveness are not, therefore, universal in 
effect (actu), and this solely through the fault of 
men.* 


" [This is very ccnveniently expressed by the 


In short, fhe intercession of Christ» 


397 


_ Another conclusion from the universality of 
Justification is, that every one may be sure of 
his forgiveness. This certainty, however, must | 
not be founded upon inward feelings, which are 
frequently deceptive, but upon an actual com- 
pliance with the conditions on which God will 
forgive sins. If any one finds in himself the 
signs of true faith, of sincere love to Gad ana 
Christ, of a renewed heart, and of a virtuous 
Christian disposition, he is justified. Romans. 
viii. 16, «* The holy, Christian temper (sveipna) 
wrought in us by God gives us the clearest and 
surest proof that we are the children of God.” 
1 John, ili. 7; 2 Peter, i.9, 10. This certainty 
is in the highest degree necessary to our tran- 
quillity and happiness; 1 Tim. i. 16; 1 Cor. vi. 
11; 1 John, v. 18—20. 2 

(2) In respect to sims and the punishment of 
sin, 

(a) As to sins; the position that all sins with- 
out exception are forgiven for Christ’s sake is 
proved partly from the power and efficacy of 
the atonement of Christ, which is extended to 
all sins, (vides. 111, and the texts there cited ;) 
and partly from the texts which promise forgive- 
ness of all sins, even the greatest and blackest, 
to those who comply with the prescribed condi- 
tions of pardon; Ezekiel, xviii. 21, 22; Psalm, 
cill. 3; 1 Cor. vi. 11; Ephes. ii.5; 1 Tim.i. 
15. The sin against the Holy Ghost cannot be 
regarded as an exception. Vides. 84. 

(8) As to the punishment of sin, the answer 
to the question, whether the pardoned are 
exempt from a// the punishments of sin, whe- 
ther, therefore, justification is plena et perfecta, 
may be learned from s. 111, Il. The natural and 
physical evils which result from past sins, in- 
deed, remain, but they are mitigated and render- 
ed more tolerable, and are divested of the terror 
of punishment by the cessation of the moral 
evils which result from sin, which takes place 
in consequence of the entirely different relation 
in which men stand to God after they are once 
pardoned, The poszlive punishments of sin are 
entirely removed, and man receives even here 
the expectation of positive divine rewards, and 
of the full enjoyment of them in the life to come. 

(c) In respect to t¢me and lasting continuance. 

First.—The scriptures uniformly teach that 
forgiveness extends through the whole life of 
man. He may receive pardon at any time, 
while life continues, so soon as he fulfils the re- 
quisite conditions of forgiveness. ‘This last 
clause should be carefully and expressly annex- 
ed, in order to preserve men from security and 


terms objective and subjective justification. Objec 
tive justification is the act of God, by which he prof 
fers pardon to all through Christ ; subjective is the 
act of man, by which he accepts the pardon freely 
offered in the gospel. ‘The former is universal, the 
latter not—Tr.] 
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carelessness in sin. Fotmerly many teachers, 
especially in the Lutheran church, were incau- 
tious in the use of language on this subject. 
They used the general phrases, the door of mercy 
stands ever open; man can obtain avour (for- 
giveness) in the last moment of life, without sult- 
able explanation and cautious limitation. But 
while it is important, on the one hand, to shew 
that God is indeed ever ready to forgive, it 
ought, on the other hand, to be observed, that 
man is not always capable of forgiveness; that 
forgiveness is necessarily connected with repent- 
ance, as an indispensable condition, (not imply- 
ing, by any means, that repentance is the pro- 
curing-cause of forgiveness;) that repentance 
and holiness are important things, which cannot 
be accomplished in a few moments, and that 
therefore it is extremely dangerous to delay 
them to the end of life, especially considering 
that we do not know that we shall then have 
our reason, or that we shall not die suddenly. 
The sincere Christian teacher will render such 
considerations as impressive as possible, in 
order to disturb securtty in sin. He should 
guard, however, with equal caution, against the 
mistake of those who represent repentance and 
noliness as the meritorious ground of forgiveness. 
' The frequent perversion of the doctrine of 
justification gave rise, at the end of the seven- 
veenth and commencement of the eighteenth 
century, to the terménistic controversy. Joh. 
Ge. Bése, a deacon at Sorau, in endeavouring 
to avoid one extreme fell into another. He held 
that God did not continue to forgive, even to 
the last, such persons as he foresaw would 
harden themselves in impenitence, but that he 
established a Kmit of grace, (terminum gratize 
sive salutis peremptortum,) to which, and no fur- 
ther, he would afford them grace for repentance. 
He appealed to the texts which speak of God 
as hardening or rejecting men, some of which 
have no reference to conversion and forgiveness, 
and some of which are erroneously explained by 
him. Vides.85. Ad Rechenberg, at Leipsic, 
and others, assented to this opinion, though 
with the best intentions. But Ittig, Fecht, 
Neumann, and many others, opposed this opi- 
nion, and wrote against the work of Bése, 
‘Terminus peremptorius salutis humane,” and 
against Rechenberg. They were in the right. 
This opinion is not taught in the holy scriptures, 
and is calculated to lead the doubting and anx- 
lous to despair, and to place them, as many sor- 
rowful examples teach, in the most perilous 
condition, both as to soul and body, especially 
on the bed of death. 

The doctrine that repentance and holiness are 
the meritorious ground of salvation would have 
equally terrible consequences. According to 
this doctrine, we should be compelled to deny 
all hope of salvation to one who had lived an 
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impenitent sinner till the last part of his lifes 
which the Bible never does, and wh.ch is in 
itself cruel. ‘The conscience even of the good 
man must say to him on his death-bed, that his 
imperfect virtues are insufficient to merit heaven. 
In neither of these instances, then, would there 
be any consolation; but despair would be the re- 
sult of this doctrine in both. 

Secondly. If one who has obtained the forgive- 
ness of his sins is guilty of new transgressions, 
he forfeits the blessing of forgiveness, and all 
its salutary consequences; and by new offences 
incurs new punishments, which, after his fall, 
are justly more severe and intolerable than be- 
fore. Still it cannot be said, as it has been said 
by some, that in case of apostasy God considers 
the sins once forgiven at the time of repent- 
ance as not forgiven, and that he still imputes 
them to the transgressor. There is no reason for 
this supposition; and such is not the case in hu- 
man courts. The Bible uses the terms, sims are 
blotted out, no more remembered, Ezekiel, xviil 
22; xxxiii. 16; Psalm ciii. 11, 12. So Paul 
says, (Rom. xi. 29,) that God will never recal 
or take back the gifts which he has promised 
and bestowed, (duerauéanra yapisuara.) Vide 
Wernsdorf’s Dissertation on this subject in Coll. 
Dissertat. t. 1. p. 607, seq. 

Thirdly. Even those who after their reforma- 
tion and the bestowment of forgiveness fall away 
and transgress anew, may again ovtain the for- 
giveness of their sins as soon as they repent 
and believe in Christ. So the Bible everywhere 
teaches, both in the Old and New Testaments 
Ezek. xxxiii. 11; 1 Thess. v. 9. Christ com 
mands us to be forgiving to our neighbour whe 
has wronged us, since in this we shall resemble 
God, whois easily reconciled, and who willingly 
forgives sin. Therefore the precept, Matthew¢ 
Xvill. 21, 22, is applicable to God. This posi- 
tion is confirmed bythe examples of many 
apostates in the Bible, who, after the commis- 
sion of great offences, were again received into 
favour—e. g., David, 2 Samuel, xii.; Peter, 
Matt. xxvi., &c. The condition of repentance 
and faith, however, is indispensable. Vide Ps. 
li.; Morus, p. 211, seq. 

But from the earliest ages Christians have en- 
tertained various erroneous opinions upon this 
subject. The opinion prevailed, even during the 
earliest ages, that great sins committed after bap- 
tism (by which ordinance the Christian was sup- 
posed to receive the remission of sin) could not 
be pardoned without great difficulty, if indeed at 
all, on which account many delayed baptism till 
the end of life. 

The excommunication of great offenders had 
been common among Christians from the time ot 
the apostles, (as it was among the Jews, which 
indeed at that time was necessary.) But now 
in the second and third centuries, Montanus, 
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Novatian, and many others, began to exercise 
this prerogative very severely, and in order to 
invest it with more terror, insisted that the ex- 
communicated should never be restored, in op- 
position to those who were too lenient in re-ad- 
mitting them. Montanus, however, declared 
expressly that they might still obtain forgiveness 
from God, (‘Tertullian,) and even Novatian was 
willing to leave it undetermined how God would 
deal with them. 

But afterwards, some particular teachers and 
some whole sects maintained that one who is 
excluded from the Christian church is excluded 
from the favour of God and placed beyond the 
reach of pardon. This opinion prevailed exten- 
sively in the Romish church. It was based on 
the principle, Extra ecclesiam nulla salus. In op- 
position to this error, the ancient creeds pre- 
scribed the declaration Credo remisstonem pecca- 
torum. 'This same error is controverted in the 
Augsburg Confession, Art. 18. The ancient 
apostolic church was far removed from such an 
opinion. In the second epistle to the Corin- 


thians, Paul advises that the incestuous person | 
whom he had required to be excommunicated 


in his first epistle should now be restored, since 
he had repented of his crime, and had put away 
his offence. And even there, where he advises 
his excommunication, and even undertakes to 
punish him, 1 Cor. v. 5, he will by no means 
have him excluded on this account from the fa- 
vour of God, but declares, on the contrary, that 
he inflicts punishment with the very intention 
of saving his soul, iva mvedua owdy ev nuépa 
XVPLOVs 


Il. Justification or Forgiveness is an unmerited 
Divine Favour. 


* That man can merit the divine favour and 
forgiveness by good works or virtues is an old 
mistake, which continues to be widely preva- 
lent, and is ever appearing again in some new 
form. Against this mistake, which prevailed 
among the Jews and the Christian converts 
from Judaism, the apostles laboured incessantly, 
in entire accordance with that reasonable decla- 
ration of Jesus, Luke, xvii. 10, «« When we have 
done everything which we are bound to do, (al- 
though no one can ever pretend that he has,) we 
are still servants who have deserved nothing, 
(aypetos,) for we have done only our duty.” All 
our good works do not confer favour upon God, 
or lay him under obligation. The observance 
of his laws is our duty, and tends ¢o our own 
good merely. { 

In Rom. iii. Paul particularly illustrates this 
doctrine. Ver. 24, he says, “through Christ 
we are justified, duapedy, 7 xapere @cov’’—i. €., 
from mere free grace, which we have not de- 
served, and which we cannot repay. Vide 
Matt. x.8 Paul therefore calls justification, 
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Sapov Ozov, Ephes, ii. 8. But the Jews and the 
Christian converts from Judaism in that age 
were particularly inclined to the opinion thas 
the external observance of the divine law, espe- 
cially of the Mosaic ceremonial law, the most 
perfect of any, was meritorious, and more than 
anything else procured forgiveness from God. 
This mistake is controverted by Paul in his 
Epistles to the Romans and Galatians. He 
shews that man is justified by God, ovx & %pyor 
VOMOV, OF Zips Epywy vouov, (not because he ob- 
serves the law, Tit. iii. 5; 2 Tim. i. 9;) Rom. 
iii, 20, 21, 28, ch. vi.; Gal. ii. 16—21, seq. 
Nouos has frequently indeed in these chapters a 
special reference to the divine law given by 
Moses, because this was regarded by the Jews 
as the most perfect. Butitis by no means to 
be limited to this sense. Paul affirms the same 
in respect to obedience to all the divine precepts, 
since this obedience is always imperfect, Rom. 
ili, 28, vi. 14; Gal. iii. 17, 29, 23; and ot ine 
vouov are not merely the Jews, but all who sub- 
ject themselves to the divine laws, thinking to 
merit the favour of God by obedience. ‘I'he 
Jews considered their observance of the law as 
meritorious, and many Christians hoped to be 
justified on the same ground. Paul opposes 
this opinion, and proves that Christians cannot 
consider obedience as the meritorious ground 
of justification, for which they are indebted to 
Christ alone. But what Paul says respecting 
works, applies equally, in his opinion, to obe- 
dience to all laws, to works in general, even to 
Christian works. He does not speak exclusive- 
ly of the law given by Moses; his positions are 
general, applying equally to all the laws of 
God, whether given by Moses, by Christ, or in 
any other manner. Vide Progr. ad Rom. vil. 
21, in Scripta Varii argumenti, No. xii. Our 
obedience to the divine law is not, and cannot 
be, in itself meritorious. That this is a general 
doctrine is perfectly clear from Rom. iv.—e. g., 
ver. 4, “¢ He that works for hire (épyaGeosav, 1 
Thess. ii. 9, seq.) receives his wages, not 
through the grace of him for whom he labours, 
(as we all receive pardon from God,) but from 
the obligation of his employer to recompense 
him.’ Now if we receive the reward through 
grace, our works contribute nothing to this end, 
—they are not the meritorious ground of our 
pardon. 

Paul also employs the argument, thatifwe . 
by our obedience to the law could merit pardon, 
the atonement of Christ would be entirely in 
vain. The fact that we do not obtain forgive- 
ness in this way renders the atonement neces 
sary, Gal. ii. 21. 

But why is this doctrine taught in the holy 
scriptures? If God made our works of legal 
obedience the measure by which he bestowed 
pardon and reward, we should have but a poor 
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prospect. For how imperfect is our obedience, 
especially during the early stages of the Chris- 
tian life! How defective is it, even in the best 
and most advanced Christians! The greater 
advances a man makes in holiness and in Chris- 
tianity, the more he sees and feels his imperfec- 
tion. What feeble hope would the good man 
then have, if his own works (which his con- 
science pronounces very imperfect) should be 
the procuring cause of his pardon! The Chris- 
tian teacher who inculeates such an opinion 
knows not what he does. Melancthon ex- 
pressed this very well in the Augsburg Con- 
fession, Art. 4. 

For a farther consideration of this subject, 
and an account of the controversies respecting 
it with the Romish church, vide infra, s. 124, 
125. , 

SECTION CXIV. 


OF THE VARIOUS THEORIES RESPECTING THE NA- 
TURE AND MANNER OF THE ATONEMENT OF 
CHRIST; AND A NOTICE OF SOME OF THE MOST 
IMPORTANT WORKS ON ATONEMENT AND JUSTI- 
FICATION. 


Tue common word authorized by ecclesiasti- 
cal usage for denoting the atonement is satisfac- 
tio (Germ. Genugthuung.) This word is not 
indeed found in the Bible, but is in itself unob- 
jectionable, taken in the large sense in which 
it was formerly understood in the church, and 
freed from the false opinions sometimes con- 
nected with it in later times. This word was 
originally a judicial term, and was applied for 
the first time (with many more of a similar na- 
ture) by Tertullian, who was himself a jurist, 
to the atonement of Christ. * Christus peccata 
hominum, omni SATISFACTIONIS habitu expiavit,”’ 
De patientia, c. 10. It has since been retained 
in the Latin church, thouch it occurs but seldom 
in the Latin fathers, and did not become gene- 
ral until the time of the schoolmen, and espe- 
cially of Anselmus. 

The words satisfacere and satisfactio relate 
originally to matters of debt,—the payment of 
debi, debitt solutio. They are then applied figu- 
ratively to other things, which have, or are sup- 
posed to have, some resemblance to debt. Hence 
we find them used in the following senses— 
viz., to discharge a debt for any one (satisfacere 
pro aliquo debitore), to make him content, to com- 
ply with his wishes, to fulfil his desire, to do what 
he was bound to perform, to beg him off and ob- 
tain his pardon. ence the phrases satisfacere 
officio, muneri, expectationt, promissis ; satisfacere 
sopulo (to comply with its wishes), ixavoy 
rovetv, Mark, xv. 153 accipere satisfactionem, 
(to accept the payment or apology offered, or 
the request for pardon.) Satisfucere often de- 
notes not merely payment with money, (though 
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this is the ground of this usage,) but every other 
mode of discharging debt or obligation. 

Now when Tertullian and other ancient 
writers found the words atrpoy and dyz/avrpor 
applied in the Bible to the atonement of Christ, 
(s..106,) they were very naturally led to adopt 
the word satisfactio. The two former words 
properly denote a ransom, pretium redemplionts. 
These writers retained the figure, and compared 
the unhappy, sinful condition of man, sometimes 
with captivity, sometimes with debt, both of 
which comparisons are scriptural. Sins are fre- 
quently called in the Bible épecayuara. From 
these Christ freed men by his death. This death 
of Christ was therefore compared with the sum 
which is paid as ransom for captives or debtors, 
to liberate them from captivity or release them 
from debt. At first this was considered only 
as a figurative mode of speech, denoting that 
God was by this means satisfied or appeased. 
But afterwards this phraseology came to be un- 
derstood literally, and many hypotheses disho- 
nourable to God were suggested in explanation 
of this idea. 

But, as Morus has justly observed, there is 
no injury to be apprehended from retaining this 
word, which is now authorized by ecclesiastical 
usage, if itis only so explained as to convey the 
same meaning as Avrpor, Gxor~vTpwors, and simi- 
lar scriptural terms. The phrase, Christ 2as 
made satisfaction for us, should therefore be ex- 
plained to mean, that Christ by his death has 
procured for us from God perfect forgiveness 
and the remission of sins; so that now we have 
no punishment to fear, but rather blessings te 
expect. 

The following are some of the principal me 
thods of explaining this subject, and the eccle 
siastical theories respecting it. 

(1) During the first two centuries most of the 
ecclesiastical fathers adhered, in a great mea- 
sure, to the simplicity of the scriptural repre- 
sentation of this subject, and attempted no defi 
nite explanation of the manner of the atonemens 
beyond what is given in the scriptures, and iu 
doing this, made use for the most part of scrip- 
tural phraseology. ‘They represented the death 
of Jesus as a sacrifice. 

But a theory, some traces of which had ap- 
peared even during the second century, became 
prominent during the third and fourth centuries, 
and continued a long time the prevailing theory 
among the learned in the Greek and Latin 
churches. The advocates of this theory toolk 
the word Avrpow in its primary and literal sense, 
denoting release from captivity or slavery by 
the payment of a ransom, (atzpoy, s. 106.) 
With this they associated the idea of the power 
and dominion of Satan over the whole human 
race, In a sense not warranted by the Bible 
They referred to the texts affirming that Christ 
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fieed us from the power of the devil. Thus 
originated the following theory :—Ever after the 
fall the devil had the whole human race in his 
power; he ruled over men like a tyrant over his 
vassals, and employed them for his own purposes. 
Thus far they had the support of the Bible. But 
here they began to philosophize beyond what 
is written. From this captivity God might in- 
deed have rescwed men by the exercise of his om- 
mipotence; but he was restrained by his justice 
from doing this with violence. He therefore 
offered Satan a ransom, tn consideration of which 
he should release mankind. This ransom was 
the death of Curist, (as a divine being.) In 
accordance with this theory, Origen interpreted 
the text, Matt. xx. 28, «* He gave his life a ransom 
for men,”” as denoting the ransom paid to the 
devil, not to God. Satan had consented to the 
compact ; but he wished fraudulently to retain 
Jesus, whom he considered only as the best and 
most pious man under his awn power, and so slew 
this innocent being. He was now, therefore, 
justly COMPELLED lo liberate the human race. 
This theory was first adopted by the Grecian 
church, and especially by Origen, (Comm. in 
Matt. xx. et alibi,) through whose infiuence it 
became prevalent, and was adopted at length 
by Basilius, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of 
Nazianzen, Nestorius, and others. From the 
Grecks it was communicated to the Latins, 
among whom it was first distinctly held by Am- 
brosias, and afterwards by Augustine, through 
whose influence it was rendered almost univer- 
sal in the Latin church. In this church they 
endeavoured to perfect the theory. Satan, they 
added, was deceived in the transaction; for 
taking Jesus to be a mere man, and not know- 
ing that he was also the Son of God, he was not 
able to retain even Azm, after he had slain him. 
And it was necessary for Christ to assume a 
human body in order to deceive the devil, as 
fishes are caught by baits. This view occurs 
» frequently in the writings of Leo the Great, in 
the fifth century. Cf. Semler, Geschichte der 
- Glaubenslehre, prefixed to Baumgarten’s * Po- 
lemik;’’? Doederlein, Diss. de redemptione a po- 
testate diaboli, in his **Opuscula;” and Cotta, 
Hist. doctrine de redemptione sanguine Christi 
facta, in his edition of Gerhard’s « Loci Theo- 
logici,”” prefixed to th. 4. ; 
So prevalent was this theory in the Latin 
ehurch before the twelfth century, that Abelard 
declares, ‘Omnes doctores nostri post apostolos, 
tn hoe conventunt ;”? and Bernhard of Clairvaux 
was so firmly persuaded of its truth as to de- 
clare that Abelard, who held that the devil never 
possessed, in a literal sense, such power as was 
ascribed to him, ought rather to be chastised 
with rods than reasoned with. 
But after the twelfth century this theory gra- 
dually lost ground, through the influence, prin- 
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cipally, of the schoolmen who lived after the age 
of Anselmus and Abelard; and another theory 
was substituted in its place. Vide No. 2. 
Peter of Lombardy, however, still continued 
more inclined to the ancient theory. In the 
Greek church, too, this hypothesis was gradu- 
ally abandoned, and was opposed even earlier 
than in the Latin church. John of Damascus 
attacked it as early as the eighth century, and 
maintained (De fid. Orthod. 1. 3) that Christ 
brought his blood, which was shed as a ransom, 
not to the devil, but to God, in order to deliver 
men from the divine punishments. So the serip- 
tures, ‘* He offered himself fo God for us, a spot- 
less victim.”” This is implied in the whole 
scriptural idea of sacrifices, which were offered 
only to God. 

(2) The other theory, of which also some 
traces appear in the early ages, is the following. 
Proceeding on the idea of debt, the authors of 
this theory maintained that the relation of all 
sinful men to God is the same as that of a debtor 
to his creditors. We find it distinctly said, as - 
early as the fourth century, that Christ paid 
what we should have paid, or what we owed. 
The idea of sacrifice and of his offering up him- 
self was still associated with this. The learned 
now began to carry out the former idea, at first, 
indeed, in a manner not inconsistent with the 
scriptures. The debt was sin, and could not be 
cancelled, or the punishment remitted, unless 
satisfaction or payment were made. Since men 
were unable to do this of themselves, Christ 
did it for them; and God accepted the ransom, 
(the death of Christ,) and forgave men, as if 
they themselves had made satisfaction. 

We find very clear traces of this theory as 
early as the fourth century in the writings of 
Athanasius, of the Grecian church; and stil! 
more clear, in the writings of John of Damas- 
cus, who expressly rejected the theory stated in 
No.1. At the same period, in the Latin church, 
we find indications of the same theory in the 
writings of Hilarius of Poictiers, (Com. in Ps 
lili.) But the schoolmen of the eleventh and 
twelfth centuries gave this theory a greater cur- 
rency than it had had before, and spun it out to 
a finer subtilty. They attempted to determine 
the idea of atonement with philosophical and 
dialectical accuracy. But they could not do 
this if they confined themselves to the plain and 
popular phraseclogy of the Bible; they there- 
fore selected the judicial word satisfactio, which 
had been already used by the older writers. 
The idea on which they began, in this case as 
in others, was itself scriptural; but by philoso- 
phizing upon it they gradually declined from 
the simple doctrine of the Bible. This was the 
case particularly with Anselmus, whose system 
has been generally adopted, even by Lutheran 
theologians. He defined satisfactio to be debits 
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solutio. His system is exhibited most fully in 
his work, Cur Deus Homo? He maintained the 
absolute necessity of satisfaction, in the meta- 
physical sense. His whole theory is derived 
from the civil process respecting debt among men, 
transferred to the tribunal of God. But such is 
not the representation of the Bible, where the 
compassion and undeserved love of God is made 
the ground of this transaction, and not any ju- 
dicial notions of this nature. God is compared 
with a ruler who forgives from his forbearance 
and his compassionate love, and does not pro- 
ceed according to stern justice; Matt. xviii. 
26, 27. 

The following is the system of Anselmus :—, 
Man owes reverence to the character of God, 
and obedience to his laws. Whoever withholds 
this reverence and obedience due to God, robs 
God of what belongs to him, and must not only 
restore that which he withheld, but pay an ad- 
ditional amount, as amends for the dishonour 
brought upon God. Thus it stands with sin- 
ners. The payment of this debt is the satzsfac- 
fton which every sinner must make to God, ac- 
cording to the nature of his offence. For God 
cannot in justice remit the debt (or punishment) 
unless satisfaction is made. This man could 
never do, nor indeed any other than God him- 
self. And yet to him, as judge, must this sa- 
tisfaction be made. The expedient was then 
devised for the Son of God, as God-man, by his 
death to make this satisfaction. He was able 
to make this satisfaction only as God; but as 
man, he was also able to be surety for men, and 
then himself actually to pay the debt, or make 
satisfaction for them. Cf. s. 101, ad finem. 

This fine-spun juridico-philosophical theory 
was exactly in the spirit of that age, and was 
almost universally adopted by the schoolmen, 
though with various modifications—e. g., by 
Alexander of Hales, Thomas Aquinas, Duns 
Scotus, Gabr. Biel, and others. Among these, 
however, a controversy arose respecting the 
value of the blood of Christ in cancelling the 
debt of the human race. Thomas Aquinas 
maintained that the value and worth (valor) of 
the blood of Christ were in themselves infinite, 
on account of the infinite dignity of the person 
of Christ; and that this ransom not only ba- 
lanced but outweighed all the sins of all men. 
He was followed by the Dominicans. This 
appears, too, to have been the opinion of Ansel- 
mus. Duns Scotus, on the other hand, main- 
tained that God was satisfied with this ransom, 
although it had not in itself any infinite value 
or worth. God, however, accepted it as suffi- 
cient and equivalent. He thus endeavoured to 
approximate to the doctrine of the Bible, which 
always represents justification as a free gift, and 
a proof of the entirely unmerited love of God. 
He was followed by the Franciscans. 


But even | 
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this statement was founded upon the judicial 
doctrine of acceptilatio, when anything insuffi« 
cient is accepted as valid and equivalent. Cf. 
Ziegler’s Essay, Historia dogmatis de redemp~ 
tione inde ab eéclesie primordiis usque ad Lu- 
theri tempora; Géttingen, 1791, 4to. 

(3) On the theories and explanations of this 
doctrine which have prevailed since the 6ix- 
teenth century. 

(2) The system of Anselmus had been ex- 
tending through the Romish charch ever since 
the twelfth century, through the influence of the 
schoolmen, who added to it various new subtle- 
ties, distinctions, and terminologies. This same 
system was adopted, in main, though with the 
slight alteration of some terms and representa- 
tions, by a considerable number of protestant 
theologians. Luther, Melancthon, and the other 
early reformers, adhered to the simplicity of the 
Bible, and avoided these subtleties. But after 
the death of Luther, the theologians of the Lu- 
theran church took sides in great numbers with 
Anselmus and Thomas Aquinas. They now 
introduced many of the unscriptural hypotheses 
and distinctions established by the schoolmen, 
and thus deformed the doctrine and rendered its 
truth doubtful in the minds of many. Their 
great error consisted in representing this subject 
too much after the manner of men, and, of 
course, unworthily of God. The symbolical 
books of the protestants have, in the meantime, 
adhered to the simple Biblical representation ; 
and these exaggerated opinions have been held 
rather by particular teachers and schools than 
by the protestant church generally. 

The following are examples of these faulty 
representations and expressions:—God, it is 
said, was actually inJuRED by the sins of men ; 
he was ANGERED and ENRAGED! in the strict 
sense ; tt was necessary that he should be pRoPITi~ 
ATED, and that his RopBED honour should be res 
stored; that he could not be moved to compassion 
till he saw blood flow. These figurative expres- 
sions ought either to be wholly avoided in the 
scientific statement of the theory, or to be justly 
and scripturally explained. God cannot be in- 
jured in the literal sense; his honour cannot be 
destroyed or diminished. But those who used 
these inconvenient expressions did not mean by 
them what they really imply. The proper idea 
which lies at the foundation of such phraseology 
is this: that the laws of God must be kept holy 
and inviolate; that God does and must strongly 
express his displeasure at the transgression of 
his wholesome laws; and that therefore punish- 
ments are necessary for their maintenance, 

Again; many held that the guilt of sin is ins 
finite, (¢nfinitwum debitum, s. 81, ad finem,) and 
that, consequently, Christ endured infinite pus 
mashments, the pains of hell itself, (Morus, p- 169. 
No. 4,) to the same amount as all sinners taken 
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(ogether would have been compelled to suffer; 
that the satisfaction of Christ was absolutely 
necessary, and the only possible way for the 
restoration of the human race; that some parti- 
cular sins were atoned for by each part of the 
sufferings of Christ; that the blood of Christ 
had a physical efficacy, &c. &e. 

(b) These false representations, and others 
like them, which are so dishonourable to God, 
gave rise to various controversies. Reflecting 
persons rejected much. of this phraseology and 
this mode of representation as contrary to rea- 
son and scripture. Many also disapproved of 
the harmless term satisfaetio, and of all the fign- 
rative expressions relative to debt and the judi- 
cial processes respecting it which had been intro- 
duced by Anselmus, because they were so often 
perverted. Atthe same time, they did not deny 
any essential part of the doctrine itself, but only 
wished to simplify the subject, and to adhere 
closely both to the principles and words of the 
Bible. This scholastic system and this tech- 
nical phraseology were, on the contrary, de- 
fended with great zeal. 

(c) But since the sixteenth century there have 
not been wanting persons who not only disliked 
and rejected the ecclesiastical form and phrase- 
ology of this doctrine, but who opposed the 
doctrine itself on philosophical and theological 
grounds. Among these were Lalius Socinus 
and Faustus Socinus in the sixteenth century, 
and their numerous avowed or secret adherents 
in the same and the following centuries. They 
made the desert of Christ to consist merely in 
his doctrine and instruction. By his death he 
only confirmed his doctrine, and gave an exam- 
ple of patience, firmness in suffering, and obe- 
dience to God. The followers of Socinus en- 
deavoured to shew that there are no positive di- 
vine punishments; since if this were true, the 
atonement, which principally relates to the re- 
moval of these, would fall away of itself, (s. 
111,11.) These views were embraced by many 
of the Arminian and English theologians and 
philosophers, who were followed, in the eigh- 
teenth century, by great numbers of German 

rotestants. Vide the Essays on this subject 
in Eberhard, Apologie des Socrates ; and Stein- 
bart, System der Gliickseligkeitslehre, &c. 

Philosophers are at liberty to speculate upon 
this subject, according to their own views and 
their favourite theories, variable and transient 
as they are. If they please, they may investi- 
gate the subject independently of the Bible, and 
propose the results of their investigation for the 
examination of the learned. They ought, how- 
ever, to avoid the error, so frequently committed 
ever since the time of Socinus, of thinking that 
the Bible must necessarily contain the doctrines 
approved as true on the philosophical principles 


ef their own particular schools—the fault of in- | 
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terpreting the Bible, not according to its own 
spirit, and the spirit of the age in which it was 
written, but according to the views of particular 
sects of philosophers in their own times—a fault 
which has been often repeated of late by the 
adherents of Kant and his successors. Let any 
one consider the various and contradictory the- 
ories of the different philosophical schools in 
our own age. Now each of these schools at- 
tempts to support its own theory by the author- 
ity of the holy scriptures. But ail of these the- 
ories cannot possibly be founded in the Bible; 
and who can say which of them all is so? 

What is essential in the common ecclesiastical 
system respecting the atonement is clearly re- 
vealed in the scriptures, and is entirely adapted 
to the spirit of the sacred writers and their 
whole mode of thinking, to the wants of the 
age in which they wrote, and to the wants of 
mankind at large. Vide s. 108, seq. Morus 
has briefly exhibited the essentials of this doc- 
trine, p. 150—155, s. 4—6. 

(4) Many protestant theologians began as 
early as the seventeenth *century to depart by 
degrees from the theory of Anselmus, which 
presents so many difficulties, and is liable to so 
many weighty objections, and to bring back 
this doctrine to the simplicity of the Bible. The 
book of Grotius, ‘De satisfactione Christi,”’ 
(Leiden, 1617; Hale, 1730, ed. Joach. Lange,) 
was the first thing done towards undermining 
the system of Anselmus. Grotius indeed made 
the ecclesiastical system the ground of his 
work, but he deduced the necessity of satisfac- 
tion, not so much from the injury done to God 
as from the holiness and inviolableness of the 
divine laws, which render punishments neces- 
sary for the good of men. In this he exactly 
accorded with the Bible. He shewed that there 
was no internal and absolute necessity for this 
satisfaction, but that the necessity was only 
moral or relative. These and other views of this 
scholar became gradually more current among 
theologians, who sought both to bring them into 
a still nearer agreement with the Bible and also 
to reconcile them with the established system 
of the church. 

Some protestant theologians have made use 
of the new systems of philosophy which have 
become successively prevalent in modern times, 
to illustrate and defend the doctrine of the Bible 
and of the church. Thus Carpzov, Baumgarten, 
and others, made use of the Leibnitz-Wolfian 
philosophy. Vide also Reinbeck, Tract. Theol. 
de redemptione per lytron; Halle, 1710, 8vo; 
Theod. le Blane, Erweis der Genugthuung Jesu 
Christi, with the preface of Rambach; Giessen, 
1733, 8vo;—one of the best of the older works. 
Staudlin and others have made the same use of 
the philosophy of Kant, as Kant himself has 
done in his «Religion innerhalb der Grenzen 
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der blossen Vernunft.”” But others, with equal 
zea., have employed these very same philoso- 
phical systems in opposition to this doctrine of 
the Bible. One of the most zealous opponents 
of the doctrine of the atonement in modern times 
is Dr. Léffler, in his work, ‘ Ueber die kirch- 
liche Genugthuungslehre; Ziillichau, 1796, 8vo. 

(5) The freqvent attacks made in our own 
age both upon the ancient ecclesiastical system 
and upon the doctrine of the Bible itself have 
made it necessary to state this doctrine more 
accurately than was formerly done. Many mo- 
derate theologians have endeavoured so to ex- 
hibit this doctrine that it should agree both with 
the decisions of Revelation and with the ac- 
knowledged principles of sound reason, thus 
rendering it intelligible, and obviating the most 
important objections against it. Since the mid- 
dle of the eighteenth century many have Jaboured 
to effect this object, though not with equal suc- 
cess. Among these are Ernesti, Tollner, Danov, 
Noesselt, (Vom Werth der Moral,) Less, Gries- 
bach, (Praktische Dogmatik,) Déderlein, (Dog- 
matik,) Michaelis, (Gedanken von der Stinde 
und Genugthuung; Gottingen, 1779, 8vo,) and 
-Seiler, (Ueber den VersOhnungstod Jesu, with 
some essays, &c., 2nd ed.; Erlangen, 1782, gr. 
8vo3 in connexion with which the doctrine of 
justification is treated.) The lastmentioned 
writer endeavours to refute the objections of 
Eberhard and Steinbart. Among the latest 
writers on this subject is Dr. Gottlob Christ. 
Storr, (Pauli Brief an die Hebraer erlaiutert ; 
Tubingen, 1789, 8vo; 2nd Ausg. Tubingen, 
1809. Second part, Ueber den eigentlichen Zweck 
des Todes Jesu, s. 363—692.) He holds that 
the object of the death of Christ is not directly 
the reformation of men, and that.their exemption 
from punishment is not the effect of their re- 
formation; but that the direct and immediate 
object of his death is, to procure the forgiveness 
of sin, and to make atonement. Another writer 
is Schwarze, (in GGrlitz,) «*Ueber den Tod 
Jesu, als ein wesentliches Stiick seines Wohlt- 
hatigen Plans zur Beglitckung der Menschen; 
Leipzig, 1795, 8vo. The discourse delivered 
by Dr. Reinhard, at the Reformationsfeste, on 
the text, Rom. iii. 23, seq., containing a brief 
and practical statement of the scripture doctrine 
of the atonement, excited much attention, espe- 
cially from the unusual manner of its publica- 
tion, and led to many writings for and against 
the doctrine of the Bible. Among these the 
following work is in many respects favourably 
distinguished :—* Der Widerstreit der Vernunft 
mit sich selbst in der Versdhnungslehre, darge- 
stellt und aufgelést, von Krag;” Ziillichau, 
1802, 8vo. 

The essential points in the theory adopted by 
the moderate theologians of the protestant church 
may be thus stated :——God had a twofold object 
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in view—viz., (a) to preserve inviolate the aw 
thority of his law given for the good of mat. 
How could this be effected otherwise than by 
the punishment of transgression, threatened and 
actually inflicted? (4) But asa slavish fear of 
God is utterly inconsistent with pure religion, 
(p0Ges ixBarrce ryy dyaztry, } John, iv. 138,} 
some means must be chosen to free men from 
their reasonable fear of punishment, and to give 
them a certain assurance that God would forgive 
them, be gracious to them, and count them 
worthy of his favour, in such a way, however, 
as not to occasion indifference with regard to 
sin. Both of these objects were attained by the 
sufferings and death of Christ; the first by the 
proof given, through the sufferings of Jesus, that 
God abhors sin and will not leave it unpunished ; 
the seeond, by the declaration of God that Christ 
had suffered these punishments for our good, in 
our stead, and on our behalf. Death is the con- 
sequence of sin, and is.in itself a greatevil. We 
must regard it as the sum of all evils and terrors. 
(Hence in the Bible death stands for every kind. 
of misery.) Especially is this the case with a 
violent and excruciating death, which is the pu- 
nishment of the greatest criminals. Such a 
death did God himself inflict upon Christ, who 
was himselfentirely guiltless, (ayvos xai Svxazos.) 
God, however, could not be so unjust and cruel 
as to inflict such a punishment upon an innocent 
person without object or design. Hence we may 
conclude that Christ endured his sufferings and 
death for men who should properly have endured 
these punishments, in order to inspire them with 
confidence in God, with gratitude and love to 
him, and to banish all fear of the divine punish- 
ments from their hearts. It all comes back, 
therefore, at last, to this, that God chose this 
extraordinary means from the impulse of his 
own sincere love and benevolence to men. Thus 
the scriptures always represent it, and on this 
view we should always proceed in our religious 
instructions. Vide Morus, p. 152, seq., s. 6. 
But if men would be certain that they have in 
this way obtained the forgiveness of their sins, 
they must place their entire dependence om 
Christ; they must repent of their sins; by the 
help of God lead a holy life, and punctually ob- 
serve all the divine laws. This is an indispen- 
sable duty and an essential condition of salva- 
tion through Christ; and to one who has sincere 
love to God and to Christ, this will not be diff. 
cult. Obedience to God, being prompted by love 
and gratitude, will be yielded with cheerfulness. 
No one, however, must consider his repentance 
or holiness as the meritorious ground of forgive-— 
ness. For forgiveness is not the effect and con- 
sequence of our holiness, but flows from the 
death of Christ. 

This doctrine thus exhibited cannot be injuri 
ous to morality; on the contrary, it produces the 
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most beneficial effects upon those who believe 
it from the heart, (s. 108, II.) So experience 
teaches. We see the most convincing proofs of 
the beneficial tendencies of this doctrine in those 
Christian communities, both of ancient and mo- 


dern times, where it has been faithfully taught 


and cordially believed. [Cf. Tholuck, Lehre 
von der Siinde und vom Versdhner, s. 104, ff. 
Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 475—500. Bretschneider, 
Dogmatik, b. ii. s. 245—355. Neander, b. i. 
Abth. ii. s. 70—78. Flatt’s Magazine, b. i. s. 
1—67, Ueber die Méglichkeit der Siinden-Ver- 
gebung.—Tr. ] 


SECTION CXYV. 


QF THE ACTIVE OBEDIENCE OF CHRIST. 


i. What is meant by Active Obedience ; and a His- 
tory of this Doctrine. 


Curist’s cheerful discharge of the commis- 
sion given him by God is called his obedience 
(ixax07); according to the example of the 
Bible—e. g., Phil. iii. 9; Rom. v. 19; Morus, p. 
161, s.7. Morus justly defines the obedience 
of Christ to be, peraetio eorum, qux peragere de- 
butt, ef in peragendo summa virtus. Christ ex- 
hibited this obedience in two ways—viz., (a) 
by acling (agendo)—i. e., by keeping and ob- 
serving the divine laws; (5) by suffering, (pa- 
tzendo)—i. e., by cheerfully undertaking and 
ewduring suffering for the good of men, in ac- 
cordance with the divine determination. Cf. s. 
93, IIl., and s. 95, ad finem. The former way 
is called obedientia activa, (not active in the 
sense of busy, which would be actwosa, but in 
the sense of acting, Germ. thuender ;) the latter, 
obcdientia passiva. These two ways may be 
thus distinguished in abstraeto. But they ought 
not to have been separated from each other. 
Christ’s active obedience is not properly differ- 
ent from his passive obedience. His obedience 
is one and the same in all cases. Suffering, in 
itself considered, so far as it consists in unplea- 
sant sensations, is not obedience. A person may 
suffer and not be obedient, but impatient, dis- 

e obedient, and refractory. But for one to suffer 
obediently, or to shew obedience in suffering, 
this is an acting, a fulfilment of duty, or that vir- 
tue which is called patience, one of the greatest 
and most difficult of virtues! But how ean a 
virtue, which consists entirely in acting, be ealled 
passive ? In truth, then, the obedience of Christ 
is one and the same thing, consisting always in 
acting. Ut is that virtue by which Christ ful- 
filled not only the moral laws of God, but also 
the positive divine commands which were laid 
upon him, to suffer, to die, &c. Obedience is 
uever wholly passive, and what is simply passive 
ts not obedience. Buta person shews obedience 
try acting in suffering, 
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Theologians commonly hold that the active 
obedience of Christ was as much a part of his 
atonement or satisfaction as his passive obe- 
dience. This opinion might be more clearly and 
definitively expressed as follows :—The satisfac- 
tion which Christ has made consists both in his 
enduring the punishments incurred by men and 
in his yielding a perfect obedience to the divine 
laws. ‘This is what is meant by theologians. 
This opinion is derived from the twofold obliga- 
tion of men (a) to keep the divine laws, and (0) 
when they have failed, to suffer punishment for 
their sin. In this way the satisfaction of Christ 
came to be considered as consisting of two parts, 
active and passive. This view was then con- 
nected with the theory of Anselmus, respecting 
the removal of the guzlt and penalty of sin. The 
suffering of Christ removes the penalty, and his 
active obedience the guzlt of sin; and the per- 
fect righteousness of Christ, or his fulfilment of 
the law, is imputed to us, in the same way as 
if we ourselves had fulfilled the law, and thus 
our defective obedience is made good. Respect- 
ing this doctrine de remisstone culpx et pene. 
Vide s. 109, I. 2. This is in brief the common 
theory, which will be more particularly exa- 
mined, No. II. 

We subjoin a brief Aéstory of this doctrine. 
Good materials for this history may be found in 
Walch’s Inaugural Disputation, de obedientia 
Christi activa; G6ttingen, 1754, 4to. 

Passages are found even among the ancient 
fathers, which teath that the fulfilment of the 
divine law by Christ is to be considered as if 
doue by us. Vide the passages cited by Walch. 
Many of these passages, however, appear very 
doubtful and indefinite, and this doctrine was 
by no means universally established in the early 
church. Even Anselmus, who built up such an 
artificial system, did not make this application 
of the twofold obedience of Christ. This, how- 
ever, was the tendency of his theory, especially 
of the doetrine, de remissione culpx et pene. 
But after his time, this explanation of the satis- 
faction made by Christ by means of his twofold 
obedience was adopted by several schoolmen, 
who now looked up texts for its support. But 
it was never very generally adopted by theolo- 
gians of the Romish church. In the protestant 
church, on the contrary, it has been almost uni- 
versally taught by our theologians since the $fx- 
teenth century, and even introduced into the 
«¢Form of Coneord,”’ (Morus, DeeLGOn tien) 
which, however, never received an universal 
symbolical authority in the Lutheran church. 
This explanation is not found in the other sym- 
bols. One reason, perhaps, of the reception of 
this explanation in the protestant church, is the 
supposition that the theory de obedientia activa 
could be used to advantage against the catholic 


| tenet of the value of one’s own good works 
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Another reason is, that the imputation of the 


active obedience of Christ was denied by the 
Socinians and Arminians. For these reasons, 
most of the Lutheran and Reformed theologians 
accounted this doctrine essential to sound ortho- 
doxy. But doubting whether the active obe- 
dience of Christ constitutes a part of his satis- 
faction, has no influence upon the plan of salva- 
tion through repentance, faith, and godliness. 
Baumgarten and Ernesti have therefore justly 
enumerated this dispute among those of second- 
ary importance. And, in fact, the difference 
among theologians upon this subject has often 
been more apparent than real. There were, in- 
deed, some protestant theologians, even in the 
former century, who denied the desert of the 
active obedience of Christ—e. g., the Lutheran 
theologian Karg, or Pursimonius ; also the Re- 
formed theologian John Piscator, who had many 
followers; more lately, Jo. la Placette, and 
others. The same was done by many of the 
English theologians, who in general adopted 
the Arminian views. But from the end of the 
sixteenth to the middle of the eighteenth cen- 
tury the opinion was by far the most prevalent 
in the Lutheran church that the active obedience 
of Christ is of the nature of satisfaction, or v7- 
carious. This opinion is defended even by 
Walch in the place just referred to. 

But since the time of Téllner the subject has 
been presented in a different light. He pub- 
lished a work entitled, «* Der thatige Gehorsam 
Christi;’? Breslau, 1768, 8vo. In this he de- 
nied that the active obedience of Christ is of the 
nature of satisfaction. Upon this a violent con- 
troversy commenced. Schubert, Wichmann, 
and others, wrote against him, and he, in reply, 
published his  Zusdtze ;’? Berlin, 1770. The 
best critique of this matter is that of Ernesti, 
Theol. Bibl. b. ix. s. 914, f. For the history 
of the whole controversy vide Walch, Neeuste 
Religionsgeschichte, th. iii. s. 311, f. The sub- 
ject is considered also in Eberhard, Apologie 
des Socrates, th. ii. s. 310, f. Of late years, a 
great numbe of protestant theologians have de- 
clared themselves in behalf of the opinion that 
the active obedience of Christ is properly no 
part of his satisfaction, which is the effect solely 
of his passive obedience. Among these are 
Zacharii, Griesbach, Déderlein. 


Il. The worth and uses of the Active Obedience of 
Christ. 

That Christ did render this perfect obedience 
is clear, both from the fact of his being sinless, 
(s. 93, ili.) and from the express declarations 
of the Bivle, Matt. v.17; John, iv. 34, viii. 29; 
Phil. il. 8. Cf. likewise the texts Ps. xl. Fhe 
cited by Paul, Heb. x. 5. This perfect obedi- 
ence is useful to us in the following respects :-— 

(1) This obedience of Christ stands in the 
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most close and intimate connexion with his 
whole work for the good of mankind. His suf- 
ferings and death could not possibly have the 
worth and the salutary consequences ascribed ta 
them in the scriptures, if Christ had endured 
them otherwise than as innocent and perfectly 
holy. His znmocence and perfect virtue are there- 
fore frequently mentioned by the apostles, when 
they speak of the worth of his sufferings and 
death, Heb. ix. 14; 1 Pet. i. 19; iii. 18. In 
Heb. vii. 27, Paul shews that the death of Christ 
was so infinitely superior to all Jewish sacri- 
fices, because Christ was sinless, and was not 
compelled, like the Jewish priests, first to purify 
himself by offering sacrifice for his own sins. 

(2) Christ’s obedience to the divine laws is 
useful and instructive to us, in furnishing us 
with a perfect example of holiness and spotless 
virtue. Christ explained the divine laws not 
merely by instruction, but by action. His 
whole conduct was a living recommendation of 
the purest and most perfect morality, and power- 
fully plead in behalf of virtue. To this the New 
Testament frequently alludes, 1 John, iil. 35 
1 Pet. ii. 213 ‘Heb. xii. 2. 

(3) But besides this, the active obedience of 
Christ, taken by itself, is considered by many 
a separate part of his satisfaction, as well as his 
passive obedience. Vide No. 1. They sup- 
pose it to be vicarious, in itself considered, or 
that it will be zmputed to us—i. e., that merely 
on account of the perfect obedience yielded by 
Christ to the divine law we shall be regarded 
and treated by God as if we ourselves had per- 
fectly obeyed. Accordingly, they suppose that 
Christ, in our stead, has supplied or made good 
our imperfect obedience to the divine law. To 
this view there are the following objections— 
viz., 

(a) Christ never spoke of an imputation of 
his obedience and virtue, as he frequently did 
of his sufferings and death. The same is true 
of the apostles. Christ frequently speaks in 
general of his doing the will of his Father for 
the good of men, and teaches that this obedi- 
ence will be for the good of those who believe 
on him. He does so very frequently in tha, 
Gospel of John, iii. iv., vi., Xiii., seq. 17. But 
here he refers to his whole obedience both in 
acting and suffering, and does not separate one 
from the other. Indeed, there are passages 
where the apostles must necessarily have spoken 
of the active obedience of Christ as vicarious, 
if they had held any such doctrine. E. o., 
Rom. vii., viii., where Paul laments the weak- 
ness and imperfection of human nature, by 
which man is unable, even with the best inten. 
tions, perfectly to fulfil the divine commands. 
In this connexion, nothing would have been 
more consoling than the mention of the vicarie 
ous obedienze of Christ, by which our imper 
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fect obedience is made good. But nothing of 
all this! For the consolation of the pious, he 
mentions only the death, resurrection, and inter- 
eesston of Christ, Rom. viii. 33, 34. _ 

The active obedience of Christ, however, is 
not excluded. In Rom. v. 19, the apostle makes 
mention of it. In this passage, which is cited 
as one of the most important proof-texts, we 
read, ‘*As through the disobedience of Adam 
many became sinners, so through the obedience 
of Christ many are made righteous,” or are par- 
doned. In ver. 18, the wxapanrwpa ‘Addu and 
Sixaioua Xproroy are contrasted. Now, accord- 
ing to the uniform scriptural usage, this obe- 
dience of Christ does not refer simply and ex- 
clusively to his active obedience, but principally 
to his obedience to the divine command to suffer 
and die for us, Phil. ii. 8; Heb. v. 8,9. But 
in the passage cited, the apostle clearly com- 
prises under the word txaxon the whole obedi- 
dience of Christ, and teaches that this, especial- 
ly as shewn in suffering for us, is for our good. 
Cf. Rom. x.4. On the whole, then, our position, 
that the perfect obedience of Christ to the divine 
commands, separately considered, (i. e., discon- 
nected from his death,) is never mentioned in the 
Bible as meritorious, is confirmed. The scrip- 
tures declare that the whole obedience of Christ, 
exhibited both in acting and suffering, is for our 


good. But they never divide this obedience, as: 


thcologians have frequently done. The whole 
obedience of Christ is useful to us principally 
on account of his obedience shewn in suffering. 

(b) The perfect obedience of Christ, it is as- 
serted, must needs be imputed to us, in order to 
make good our defective obedience to the law, 
since the justice of God demands perfect obe- 
dience. But to this it may be answered, (a) 
That it is difficult to see how this is necessary 5 
for our imperfeet obedience to the divine law is 
either eudltless on our part,—in which case there 
is no imputation of guilt, and consequently no 
reason why another’s righteousness should be 
imputed to us,—or it is gui//y and deserving of 
punishment. But this punishment is already 
removed by the sufferings and death (the pas- 
sive obedience) of Christ. But that the guilt 
as well as punishment of sin is and must be 
removed by Christ, cannot be proved. Vide s. 
109, II. 2. (8) It is inconsistent with many 
other principles and declarations of the Bible— 
e. g., with the principle that man will be re- 
warded or punished, xard 74 %pya ad 7ov, Rom. 
ii. 6. Here the imputation of the merit of an- 
other’s works is entirely excluded. The ancient 
prophets, and all the teachers of the New Tes- 
tament from the time of John the Baptist, con- 
tended strenuously against the opinion of the 
Jews respecting the imputation of the vicarious 
righteousness of Abraham. Vide s. 108, L 3. 
We should not therefore expect such a doctrine 
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as this from them ; but the scripture doctrine of 
the merit of the whole obedience of Christ is 
fully secured against perversion by the frequent 
inculeation of diligence in holiness. Vide s, 
114, ad fin. It has as little resemblance to the 
Jewish doctrine of the merit of the good works 
of Abraham, as it has to that of the Romish 
church, respecting the desert of the good works 
of the saints. 

(c) Many questionable conclusions may be 
deduced from this doctrine, which would indeed 
be rejected by its advocates, but which cannot 
be easily avoided. 

(a) We might conclude from the doctrine 
that the obedience of Christ is imputed to us, 
and that on account of it-we are rewarded by 
God, that the long-continued and high virtue of 
a confirmed Christian is of no greater value in 
the sight of God, and will receive no greater 
reward, than the imperfect virtue of a beginner; 
for the deficiencies of the latter in personal ho- 
liness will, according to this doctrine, be made 
up by the perfect obedience of Christ imputed 
to him—i. e., considered as his own obedience 
But this is contrary to the fundamental princi- 
ples both of reason and revelation. 

(8) However much this doctrine may be 
guarded against perversion by saying that the 
personal virtue of the Christian is not excluded 
or dispensed with, it must doubtless weaken the 
motive to holiness of life, and thus prove inju- 
rious to the interests of morality. Why was it 
necessary for Christianity to peint out so many 
means of holiness, in order that we might attain 
perfect happiness, if in th7s way it could be at 
once attained with so little difficulty and labour. 

Note.—It may help to settle the controversy 
on this subject to consider that it has originated 
solely in mistake. ‘Two things have been sepa- 
rated which never can be put asunder, and 
which never are in the Bible, but, on the con- 
trary, are always connected. All that Christ 
did and suffered for our good receives its pecu- 
liar worth from the fact that he did it from obe- 
dience to the divine will. This is the virtue 
or obedience of Christ. If we would partake 
of the salutary consequences of his sufferings, 
we must, under divine guidance and assistance, 
follow his example. his is an indispensable 
condition. he two things are always connect- 
ed in the Bible, and should be in our instruc 
tions; and then‘this doctrine cannot be abused. 
The remarks made by Morus, p. 170, 171, are 
directed to this point. 

The Bible indeed justifies us in saying, (2) 
that everything which Christ actively performed 
during his whole life, in obedience to God, is 
salutary to us, was done on our account, and 
for our good. But (2) we therefore truly af- 
firm, that our whole happiness (owrnpia) ts the 
fruit in a special manner of tis obedience to the 
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divine command, both in his suffering and in all 
the actions of his life. Had ke not shewn this 
obedience, we should not have attained to this 
happiness. So the scriptures every where teach. 
The obedience of Christ in suffering is therefore 
the foundation, and imparts to us the assurance, 
that all his other obedience, in respect to all the 
divine commands, will be for our benefit; John, 
vi. 51; iii. 14d—16; xii. 24; 1 John, iv. 9; 1 
Thess. v. 9, seq. No injury to morals need be 
apprehended if the scripture doctrine is follow- 
ed, and things which belong together are not 
separated. Vide s. 114, ad finem. 


PART II. OF CHAPTER IV. 


ON REDEMPTION FROM THE POWER OR DOMI- 
NION OF SIN. 


SECTION CXVI. 


OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS DOCTRINE 5 ITS CON- 
FORMITY WITH SCRIPTURE 5 AND THE MANNER 
IN WHICH WE ARE FREED FROM SIN THROUGH 
CHRIST. 


I. Importance of this Doctrine. 


dy treating of the work of redemption, writers 
have commonly. considered only the first part 
—the atonement, or freedom from the punish- 
ment of sin. But deliverance from sin belongs 
as really to the redemption of Christ as deliver- 
ance from punishment, which indeed Einesti 
and others have before remarked. By the death 
of Christ we are indeed, as the scriptures teach, 
delivered from the punishment of sin. But since 
the disposition to sin is so strong and universal 
among men, (and this is the whole cause of 
their degeneraey and unhappiness,) some means 
must needs be pointed out, in the proper use of 
which they may, under divine assistance, over- 
come this bias and propensity to sin, and may 
attain to true holiness and the practice of virtue, 
acceptable in the sight of God. If Christ had 
not shewn us such means, his work of redemp- 
tion would have been incomplete and-his-atone- 
ment in vain. | For we edn participate in the 
blessings of red@mtption, even after we have ob- 
tained forgiveness, only by avoiding sin and 
living righteously.) And had not Christ fur- 
nished us with means to do this, his atonement 
would be of no avail. 

The reason why this has not been commonly 
considered in the systems of theology as making 
a part of the work of redemption, is, that the 
Socinians have regarded it as constituting the 
whole of this work, exclusive of the atonement 
of Christ by his sufferings and death. Evange- 
lical writers, therefore, though they did not en- 
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tirely omit this important part of Christ’s work, 
passed it by in this connexion, in order to avoid 
all fellowship with such an opinion, and to af- 
ford no appearance of diminishing in the least 
from the influence of the atonement or satisfac- 
tion of Christ. But_inconformity..with the 
Bible, even the ancient fathers considere? both 
of these things as belonging to the work of re- 
demption—e. g., Cyril of Alexandria, Leo the 
Great, and Gregory the Great. The latter says, 
«(Christ became man, not only to atone for us 
by his sufferings and death ; but also to instruct 
us, and to give us an example.” This is the 
full scriptural idea of dxoav?pSars. Cf. s. 106, 
II. Therefore redemption (drorvrpacts) com- 
prises the two following parts—viz., (1) Deli- 
verance from the punishment of sin (<aacuds, 
atonement, xararray7y) 3; (2) from the power and 
dominion of sin. 'The former is effected by his 
sufferings and death, and is confirmed by his 
resurrection and intercession. ‘The latter is ef- 
fected by his doctrine, accompanied by divine 
power (the assistance of the Holy Spirit,) and 
by his example. 

The connexion of these two parts, as we Jearn 
it from scripture and experience, is this:— 
When an individual is assured of his forgive- 
ness through Christ, he is filled with the most 
sincere love and gratitude to God and to Christ. 
«« He to whom much is forgiven, loves much ;” 
Luke, vii. 47. These feelings render him dis- 
posed and desirous to obey the eommands of 
God and Christ. This obedience, flowing from 
love, is not burdensome, but easy and joyful ; 
1 John, v. 3, seq. The actual participation 
in the benefits of this seeond part of Christ’s 
work, belongs, therefore, in all its extent, to 
those only who have experienced the benefits 
of the former part. A Christian teacher, there- 
fore, proceeds preposterously, and contrary to 
the example of the holy scriptures, when he ex- 
hibits and inculeates only the seeond part, either 
passing the first in silence, or exciting doubts 
with regard to it, or casting contempt upon it. 
He ought to connect the two parts, and to exhi- 
bit them clearly and scripturally, as the apostles 
have done. The method of the apostles has 
been proved the best by experience. Whenever 
the atonement of Christ, or the first part of the 
work of redemption, has been omitted, little 
has been effected by preaching morality, and 
holding up the example of Jesus. Men may 
be taught in this way what they should be, buy 
are left ignorant of the means of becoming so. 


Il. This Doctrine True and Scriptural. 


It is the doctrine of the Bible, that Christ be- 
came man, not only to free us from the punish- 
ment of sin, but from sin itself. Jesus himself 
says this, John, viii. 32, 36, seq. Cf. John, vi. 
The writings of the apostles contain passages 
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of the same import—e. g., Titus, ii. 11—14. 
Here Paul shews Titus what he ought to teach. 
He says (ver. 11, 12), that Christianity makes 
men pious and virtuous, and gives them the 
most cheerful anticipations of the future. Now 
(ver. 14) he mentions the redemption of Christ, 
implying (a) that he died for us (2Saxev éavrdy 
bxip yuov); (b) that he designed to deliver us 
(avrpdontae) from all unrighteousness (do 
rdons dvouvas), and make us the friends of God, 
and ready for all good works, (Christian vir- 
tues.) Here plainly dxonirpwors implies both 
the particulars above mentioned. So 1 Pet. i. 
18, Christ delivered us (avrpodv) éx maracas 
twactpooys, from a sinful, heathenish, vicious life. 
Ephes. il. 9, 10, «* We are xrvoSéves év Xpeoreg 
Exte Upyos Gyasous”’—i. e., renewed, placed in a 
situation in which we can act virtuously. Gal. 
i. 4, “Christ gave himself wept auapredy yucy 
(to deliver us from sin), and to rescue us from 
our former condition in the service of sin, (o7ws 
&éxnta &x tov aiavos movnpov.)” The two 
things are connected still more clearly, 1 Pet. 
ii. 24, «* Christ suffered on the cross the punish- 
ment of our sins; we ought therefore to die to 
sin, and live entirely for holiness. For to his 
sufferings are we indebted for all our blessed- 
ness (this twofold good); by his stripes we are 
healed.” : 

In order deeply to impress the mind with the 
close connexion and the practical use of both of 
these parts, the apostles frequently transfer the 
terms relating to the death of Christ to the 
moral improvement or holiness of men, effected 
by him. E.g., We ought to die spiritually to 
sin, as he died for it bodily; to rise, &c. Vide 
the texts already cited; also Rom. vi. 4; viii. 
10, &c. 

More important still are the passages which 
teach that~Chirist delivered us from the power 
and dominion of Satan, as Ephes. ii. 2; that he 
has destroyed the power of the devil, &c.; John, 
xii. 31, seq. This phraseology is best explained 
by the passage, 1 John, iii. 8, 6 wovdy duaprvay 
éx SuaBorov gory (diaboli filius, or déabolo simi- 
lis, ver. 12; John, viii. 44); for he sinned of 
old (ax’ apy7s). Again, Evs rovro Epavepwan 6 
Vids Ozov, iva roy Ypya SvaBdoaov. The latter 
clause, %pya SvaBoaov, is clearly synonymous 
with duoprvat. Sins are thus described, because 
the devil is regarded as the author of them, and 
because by committing sin we resemble -him, 
and are instruments in his hand; as, on the con- 
trary, %pyo cov, are virtwous and pious actiuns— 
such as flow from likeness to God, or love to 


him. 
Il. The -nanner in which Christ delivers us from 
Sin. 


If we would obtain definite conceptions upon 


this subject, we must come down to the simplest 
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possible ideas, and avoid the vague and obscure 
expressions with which mystics are wont to 
darken their own views. 
matter briefly, writers are often content with 
saying that new power and ability to do good is 
afforded us by Christ.” This representation ac- 
cords perfectly with the holy scriptures, with 
the promise of Christ, and with Christian expe- 
rience. (From this language, however, we are 
not to understand that any miraculous assistance 
is furnished by Christ,) This power is usually 
afforded in a natural manner, and the scriptures 
themselves clearly point out the means by which 
itis obtained. That Christ frequently and dis- 
tinctly promised his aid and support at all times 
to all his followers, if they on their part per- 
formed the requisite conditions, is made certain 
from the scriptures; Matt. xxviii. 20. The 
term dvvaurs Xpeorov occurs frequently in John 
and in the epistles. Vide John, xv. 1, seq.; 2 
Cor. xii. 9; 2 Pet. i, 3, 4. 

This assistance of God and Christ which is 
promised to Christians in connexion with their 
use of the Christian doctrine, does not act in a 
manner inconsistent with the powers and ¢on- 
stitution of human nature, but wholly in-accord- 
ance with them. According to the wise consti- 
tution of our nature, all our actions are princi- 
pally dependent.upon the fixed determination 
of the wil, which is again dependent upon the 
strength and clearness of the motives present to 
the understanding. ~Now we_are_ frequently 
hindered by external circumstances which are 
béyond our control from the practice of virtue, 
In this case we are without guilt, and the omis- 
sion cannot be imputed to us/ (Here, however, 
we are liable to deception by thinking we are 
without fault, when this is not true.) But often 
the fault is in ourselves. We allow sense to 
rule our reason. We refuse properly to consider 
the motives placed before us, or we neglect op- 
portunity of instructing ourselves respecting 
duty ; or are chargeable, perhaps, with both of 
these faults. If now, in this case, we disobey 
the law of God, we are apt to bemoan our weak 
ness and want of power for doing good. Sues 
faults and weakness of the understanding and will 
cannot be corrected by any miraculous power 
afforded by Christ;*and the virtue which should 


be effected by such a miraculous power would 


cease to be a personal virtue of the one in whom 
it was wrought, and consequently could not be 
imputed to him. There is no other way but for 
man to learn the motives to piety and the avoid- 
ing of sin which are presented in the Christian 
doctrine, and to form the fixed resolve that, 
under divine guidance and assistance, he will 
govern his own will by what he knows to be 
the will of God and Christ. Only then, when, 
he has done everything on his part, can he count 
upon the divine assistance. Until man has 
“aga 2M 
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dono his part, he is incapable of that assistance 
which God and Christ have promised to afford. 
If we are wanting in this thankful love to God 
and Christ, which has been before insisted upon, 
we must also be wanting in the disposition either 
to learn or obey his will; and in this condition, 
we are of course disqualified for his assistance. 
These remarks lead directly to the answer of 
the question, How are we delivered by Christ 
from the power™and dominion of sin? When 
we derive the motives for obedience to the di- 
vine precepts from the instructions and example 
of Christ, and suffer these to control our affec- 
tions, and when we do this from grateful love to 
God and to Christ, we then fulfil the conditions 
which are essential on our part, in order that we 
may rely upon this promised guidance and as- 
sistance. We shall shew, in the following sec- 
tion, what is taught in the Bible respecting the 
efficacy of the instruction and example of Christ, 
in overcoming the power of sin. By the zn- 
struction of Christ we obtain exact and distinct 
information respecting the nature of sin and its 
consequences, &c. His instruction and example 
shew the means and motives for avoiding sin, 
and leading upright and pious lives, (dexavws 
xO eVosBus.) 


SECTION CXVII. 


OF THE DELIVERANCE FROM THE POWER AND Do- 
MINION OF SIN, FOR WHICH WE ARE INDEBTED, 
UNDER DIVINE ASSISTANCE, TO THE INSTRUC- 
TION AND EXAMPLE OF CHRIST. 


[. Scriptural Doctrine respecting the Efficacy of 
Christ’s Instructions in subduing Sin. 


(1) Tue doctrine of Christ informs us dis- 
tinctly what are the requisitions of the divine 
law, and’how we should order our life in con- 
formity with them ; it teaches us to notice every 
deviation from this law, and the dreadful conse- 
quences of disobedience; and it gives these in- 
structions in a manner which is plain and intel- 
ligible to every mind. ‘This comprehensive and 
complete instruction as to the whole extent of 
Christian duty gives the Christian doctrine a 
great advantage above other moral codes, in 
which only the more violent outbreakings of sin 
are at all noticed. ‘The apostles everywhere 
exhibit, with. great earnestness, this advantage 
of the Christian doctrine, and Christ himself 
declares it to have been one great object of his 
coming into the world, to give this instruction. 
Accordingly, Matt. v. 21, seq., he gives exam- 
ples of this more complete instruction about the 
duties of man, as drawn from the divine com- 
mands. 

Those religious teachers, therefore, mistake 
very much who make the doctrines of faith the 
only subjects of discourse, entirely omitting 
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Christian ethics, and perhaps speaking son 
temptuously of them. These moral instrucs 
tions constitute a most valuable portion of the 
Christian system. Even the enemies of Chris 
tianity, both in ancient and modern times, have 
done justice to the morality of the gospel. But 
our own age does not need to be warned so. 
much against this fault as against the opposite 
one of inculcating the mere morality of the 
Bible, and of speaking disrespectfully of the 
evangelical doctrines. The teachers of religion 
should connect the two together, as the sacred 
writers do, and should draw the motives to ho- 
liness, virtue, and moral purity from the doc- 
trines of the Christian religion. Vide s. 116, 
I. ad finem. It was not the manner of Christ 
to teach the duties without the doctrines of reli- 
gion. Neither he nor his apostles separated the 
one from the other. The gospel contains both. 
The doctrine respecting Christ, and the other 
great doctrines of faith, afford a powerful support 
to moral lessons, and so they are uniformly em- 
ployed by the apostles. This method, however 
much disregarded at present, deserves to be seri- 
ously recommended to every teacher of religion 
who is desirous of promoting the true and lasting 
interest of his hearers. Christian ethics teach 
us our duty; and Christian doctrines open the 
sources from which we must draw strength to 
perform it. In popular discourse, then, instruc- 
tion in morals should always be connected with 
and derived from evangelical doctrines. 

(2) The Christian doctrine gives full instruc- 
tion respecting the manner of suppressing our 
sinful inclinations, and the means we should 
use to overcome temptation to sin, to weaken 
the power of sense, and to make constant ad- 
vances in holiness. Tit. ii. 11, seq., «* The sa- 
lutary system of Christianity is designed by 
God for all men. It teaches us (xadetovea) to 
renounce all] irreligion (asé8eva), and all the 
sinful passions that prevail among men (xoome- 
xai écSvucac); and, on the contrary, to live 
wisely, piously, and virtuously on the earth.” 
2 Pet. i. 3, 4, seq. This passage contains the 
following truths:— God gives us power to 
lead a virtuous life (San xai eboéBeve), and shews 
us the means of doing this by the knowledge 
of God,” (i. e., the Christian scheme, whose 
author is God.) Ver. 4, ** By this knowledge 
we attain to pious and godlike dispositions, 
(stags xowwved picews, as children resembling 
our Father,) and distinguish ourselves from the 
great mass of mankind, who live in immorali- 
ty.” «Thus we are placed in a situation to 
practise all the Christian virtues, (ver. 5—7,) 
and are not dpyor ovdé dxapzto/,” (i. €., are ale 
ways employed in works of virtue, and dis- 
posed to whatever is good.) 

Christianity therefore justly requires of its 
friends, to whom it gives such perfect instrue 
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tion as to the observance of the divine precepts, 
*o maintain the most unsullied purity of charac- 
er. John is fully justified in declaring (1 John, 
i. 4,) that he is a liar who professes to be a 
friend and follower of Christ, and does not keep 
his commandments. CThe same writer justly 
remarks that the Christian who is in earnest in 
overcoming his sins, and who acts out of pure 
love to God and to Christ, will not find it diffi- 
cult to fulfil the commands of God,aé évrorai 
adrov Bapetae ovx eicty; 1 John, v. 3, coll. Matt. 
xi. 30. He therefore assures us, in entire con- 
formity with experience, that a true Christian, 
by his obedience to Christian rules, and by con- 
stant exercise, can advance so far, that virtue 
will become his confirmed habit, and the pre- 
ponderating disposition to sin will become sub- 
ordinate, od Stirarav duapravery, 1 John, iii. 
8, 9. 

Note.—Paul and the other apostles were ac- 
customed to connect the history of the person of 
Jesus Christ, in his humiliation and exaltation, 
with his doctrine. From this history they de- 
duce some of the advantages which we enjoy as 
Christians, and also some of our duties and the 
motives to the discharge of them; or they refer 
to this history in inculeating these duties, in 
order to render them more impressive. Thus 
they frequently ascribe to the sufferings and 
death of Christ a power to subdue sin, and to 
excite pious affections. An example of this is 
Heb. ix. 14, seq., “If even the blood of beasts 
took away external impurity, and rendered those 
who were expiated externally clean, according 
to the Iaw of Moses, how much more must the 
blood of Christ purify.us.from sin’? (dead 
works)—i. e., render us holy; “that we may 
be placed in a situation to worship God in a 
manner acceptable to him.” Still more clear 
is the passage 2 Cor. v. 15, ‘* He died for all, 
that they should not live according to their own 
choice (éav7@), but according to the will and 
commands of Christ, who died for them.’’ The 
love of Christ in offering up himself for them, 
should incite them to grateful love, and to will- 
ing obedience to his commands; 1 Peter, i. 18, 
19, **Christ delivered us by his b/ood from an 
idolatrous and sinful course of life.”” There are 
many more passages of the same nature. 

From a comparison of these texts it is easy to 
see that no direct or miraculous physical agency 
is here ascribed to the death of Christ, nor any 
power derived from it which is peculiar and 
distinct from the influence of the doctrine re- 
specting Christ. The inbuence of the death of 
Christ in promoting a returmed and holy life, 
takes place in the following way :—The consi- 
deration of the death of Christ promotes (a) ab- 
horrence and dread of sin, and regard for the 
divine law, while we see so severe a punish- 
ment inflicted upon Christ. In the death of 
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Christ, then, we see sin, in all its dreadful con- 
sequences, and the inviolable sanctity of the 
divine law. (b) Love, gratitude, obedience to 
God and Christ, and zeal in obeying his com- 
mandments, are also effects of contemplating 
Christ’s death. Thus 2 Cor. v. 15, coll. Gal. 
ii. 20; 1 John, v. 3; Rom. viii. 3, 4, +* Because 
Christ was punished for our sins, we ought, 
from gratitude, the more carefully to obey the 
precepts of the law,” (Sixatoua vouov.) Here, 
then, the effect is produced upon our affections 
through our understanding. 

The apostles ascribe a similar influence in 
promoting reformation and holiness to the resur- 
rection of Christ and his ewaltation in the hea- 
vens, 2 Cor. v.15; Col. iii. 1; Heb. xii.2. By. 
the resurrection and exaltation of Christ, his 
whole doctrine, and all which he did for us, re- 
celve new importance, and are rendered clear 
and certain; and if we confide in him, and obey 
his precepts, we may now look forward with 
cheerful anticipations to a reward in heaven. 
For (1) he has gone before to the place whither 
we shall follow him if we love him, and seek 
to resemble him, (John, xiv. 2, 3;) and (2) 
while we continue upon the earth he stil! cares 
for us, and is active in promoting our welfare. 
Christ himself frequently connects these two 
things, John, xv., xvi., xvii. Vide s. 112, II. 
What a powerful influence in promoting piety 
and holiness must these considerations exert 
upon the heart of every man who cordially be- 
lieves and embraces them! 


II. Influence of Christ’s Example in aiding the 
Practice of Virtue. 


There is a propensity to imitation implanted 
in all men. Good and evil examples often ex- 
ert an influence upon the heart indescribably 
great, and sometimes almost irresistible. ‘This 
propensity, as well as the love of distinction, 
ought therefore to be turned to account in edu- 
cation. \Good examples do far more to improve 
and ennoble thé @haraeter;-arid to” perfect holi- 
ness, than mere lessons and rules,“ Longwm et 
difficile iter-est-preceptay’sdys Seneca, breve et 
efficax per exempla. Such examples act more 
strongly and directiy upon the senses, and ex- 
cite the heart to virtue and everything noble and 
great. 

The example of Jesus is held up for imitation 
everywhere in the New Testament, as the most 
perfect model of every virtue. It is made the 
indispensable duty of all his followers to con- 
form to it in all their conduct. Vide 1 John, 
ii. 6; tii. 3; 1 Pet. ii. 11, ««He has left us exe 
ample (pattern, imoypauudv,) that we should 
follow his steps.” But the example of Christ 
is recommended to us for imitation, not only ix 
respect to his general integrity, purity of mo 
rals, and entire blamelessness, (in which he 
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was perfectly exemplary, and the only one in- 
deed who ever was so; vide s. 93, III.;) but 
also in respect to particular virtues, especially 
those which are more high and difficult, which 
require a great struggle and effort, such as pa- 
tience, trust in God, firmness in suffering, the 
practice of humility and self-denial. In these 
respects, Christ himself commends his example 
to the imitation of his followers. Vide 1 Pet. 

ii. 21—23; Phil. ii. 5, seq. We have still fur- 

ther encouragement to imitate the example of 

Jesus by the reward bestowed upon him, the 

man Jesus, in consequence of his piety and vir- 

tue, which we also may expect to receive, so 
far as we are capable of it, if we follow him. 

Vide Phil. ubi supra, and Heb. xii. 2, 3. 

‘It is an excellent rule which is given by some 
of the ancient Greek philosophers, that in our 
whole life and in all our actions we should have 
the example of some great, wise, and virtuous 
man in view, and that we-should imagine him 
to be the witness and overseer (custos et pada- 
gogus) of all our conduct. They advised that 
we should do everything under the notice, as it 
were, of such an inspector, and inquire at every 
step what he would do or recommend in this 
case; would he approve or disapprove? Could 
Ido or say this thing if he were present with- 
out blushing? &c. Epictetus (Enchir. ¢. 51) 
recommends Socrates and Zeno for models; Se- 
neca (Hp. 11. Extra.), Cato, and Lelius. Chris- 
tians can select no greater and more perfect man 
to be the witness of their conduct and guide of 
their morals than Jesus. And we know, too, 
that we may not only ¢magine him to be the 
witness and judge of our conduct, but that he 
actually is so. He knows all our thoughts and 
actions, and will be the sole Judge of the living 
and the dead. So we are taught by Christ him- 
self in his discourses recorded in John, and by 
all the apostles. Both Christ and his apostles 
require Christians to do everything éy érduare 
Xpusrov. 

_ The passage Heb. xii. 1, 2 deserves to be no- 
ticed among the many which speak of imitating 
| the example of Christ. Paul first compares the 
_ firm and pious sufferers of antiquity, whose ex- 
' ample in suffering the Christian ought to imi- 
| tate, with spectators and witnesses, who look 
) upon our race and contest, and encourage us to 

perseverance. Among these witnesses is Jesus, 

who far surpasses the rest, who is the best ex- 
ample of confidence in God, and of every virtue, 

nd who constantly observes us, and will finally 
reward us if we follow him. 

But those only who possess the characte: de- 
scribed, s. 116, I., ad finem, are properly cupa- 
ole of imitating tnis example of Jesus. Men 
who have not'felt the consciousness that their 
sins were forgiven, and have not been renewed 
in the temper of their mind, have no taste. or 
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capacity for this imitation of Christ. Nor can 
we properly require of them what they in this 
situation are incapable of performing. We can 
make them feel, however, if their moral sensi- 
bility is not entirely deadened, how far below 
this example they stand, and how good and sa 
lutary it would be for them to imitate it. 


PART III. OF CHAPTER IV. 


ON THE PRESENT AND FUTURE CONSEQUENCES 
OF THE — OF CHRIST 


— 


SECTION CXVIII. 


SCRIPTURAL TITLES OF THE SALVATION PROCURED 
BY CHRIST FOR MEN; ITS GENERAL NATURE; 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT RE=- 
SPECTING THE ABOLITION OF THE OLD-TESTA=- 
MENT DISPENSATION BY CHRISTIANITY, AND 
THE ADVANTAGES RESULTING FROM IT TO THE 
WORLD. 


I. Scriptural Names of the Blessings of Christianity, 
and their Nature. 3 


Some of these names are literal, others figu- 
rative. The most common are the following— 
ViZ., Edaoyva, 7373, denoting every kind of be- 
nefit, Ephes. i. 3; Gal. iii. 14. * Xapus, yn, 100, 
John, i. 16, «* Through his infinite love we have 
obtained yapuv dvd yaperos,”” an undeserved bene- 
jit superior to the other, in opposition to the Mo- 
saic dispensation, (ver. 17,) which could not 
secure this forgiveness of sin, and the blessings 
connected with it, which are here intended by 
the word yap. The word fay is also fre- 
quently used, vita vere vitalis, happiness. Also 
CworovecoSar, Cv, x. T+ Avy iN Opposition to dztw- 
acca, and Savaros, unhappiness, John, iii. 36; x. 
11; Ephes. ii. 5, where the figure is continued, 
“Through Christ he has vivified and raised us 
up,” &c. 

The Jews had anciently very diverse opinions 
respecting the nature of the blessings to be ex- 
pected from Christ. Only a few of the better 
instructed conceived that these benefits were 
entirely of a spiritual nature. For such bless- 
ings the great mass had no taste. They expect- 
ed, for the most part, temporal blessings, and 
hoped, under the Messiah, to be rich, honourable 
and mighty. Vide s. 89. And these expecta- 
tions have prevailed in a large portion even of 
the Christian world. Accordingly, many, in 
direct opposition to the spirit of Christianity, 
have associated the promises of earthly good and 
temporal welfare, made under the Mosaic insti- 
tute, with the precepts of the New Testament. 
We may, indeed, hope and expect to obtain from 
God all that good, even of a temporal nature, o' 
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which we are capable, and of which we stand 
in need. But through Christ, and observance of 
his precepts, we cannot hope to obtain earthly 
good. For the design of his religion is to with- 
draw us from earth and sense, to improve and 
annoble the heart, and to procure the enjoyment 
of high spiritual blessedness ; Philippians, iii. 
14, 17, 20. On this ground, therefore, the Jew- 
ish idea of the coming of a millenial kingdom 
of Christ upon the earth is entirely objection- 
able. ‘The apostles never indulge in such ex- 
pectations, but take every opportunity to con- 
tradict them. They call those who entertain 
such ideas cepxcxov, persons who adhere to what 
is sensible and exterior, h¥ve no taste for what 
is spiritual, and are not therefore real disciples 
of Jesus. Hence Paul says, Ephes. i. 3, «« God 
has blessed us, through Christ, macy edroyia 
NVEVMATL x1 ty éxtovpavvors.”” TIvevuatuxds is 
here opposed to capxixos, and implies that the 
blessings spoken of are not designed for the 
body and the senses, but for the mind. The 
phrase 'Ey zovs éxovpayias (sc. rozoxs: vide verse 
20; ii. 6, 12) does not signify in the Christian 
church, but denotes, literally, the blessings 
which we shall enjoy in heaven, which is our 
home, where we are eitizens, (not in the visible 
world.) Henee in Heb. viii. 6, he calls the 
blessings which are bestowed upon us through 
Christ, in comparison with the promises made 
under the Mosaic dispensation, xpecrrova dyaSa. 
In Heb. vii. 19, he says, that there is through 
Christianity, érzvoaywyq xpertcovos arti6os, (i. e. 
it inspires the hope of more great and distin- 
guished divine favours,) since the Mosaic insti- 
tute is removed. 

The blessings bestowed upon us through 
Christ are commonly divided into general or 
public, (such as relate to the whole human spe- 
cies,) and particular, privata, (such as relate to 
each individual Christian.) Among the former 
is, as the New Testament everywhere shews, 
the abolition of Judaism, (the ancient institute, ) 
and the establishment of a new dispensation 
and institute, by which all the nations of the 
earth might be united in one common religion. 
We shall first treat of the removal of the ancient 
church of God, and of the establishment of the 
new; and then of the particular benefits of 


Christianity. 


II. The Abolition of: the Mosaic Institute, and the 
Union of Jews and Gentiles in one common Re- 
ligion. 

(1) The Israelitish constitution and religion 
(vouos) were only temporary and national. They 
were designed, in their first origin, only for a 
barbarous and rude people, destitute of moral 
cultivation. But the human race was not des- 
tined to remain always in a state of infancy; 


and as soon as men were prepared for a more’ 


413 


high, perfect, and spiritual instruction, that more 
imperfect kind, intended for beginners, would 
of course be omitted. The Jewish institute 
was designed to be only preparatory; such is 
the uniform doctrine of the apostles, especially 
of Paul. Vide the Introduction, s. 12, where 
we have cited the most important texts, whic 
are principally contained in the epistles to the 
Galatians and Hebrews. Now, therefore, ac- 
cording to their instruction, Christ had abolish- 
ed the law. (Christ himself, for good reasons, 
gave at first only hints which led to this con- 
clusion—e. g., John, iv. 21—24; x. 16. He 
left the full development of this doctrine for his 
disciples.) Rom. x. 4, réa0s rov vopov Kpunzdg-— 
1. €., Tér0s Epepe 7@ vou. Heb. vii. 18,19; Gal. 
iv. 4, 5; Eph. ii. 14,15. According to these 
and other passages Christ has freed his follow- 
ers from obligation to observe the law of Moses; 
and the punishments threatened in it do not re- 
late:to those who believe in Christ. Vide Gal. 
ill. 13, Xpeords eSyyopacey nas &x% Ts xaTapas 
tov vyowov—i. e., from the punishments which 
the Mosaic law threatens. 

Here two questions arise—viz., 

(a) How are we to understand those texts 
which teach that the Mosaic law and institute 
are removed and declared to be null by the eru- 
cifixion2 Such texts are, Gal. iii. 13; Eph. ii. 
16; iii, 15; and especially Col. ii. 14, «* He 
took it away, and nailed it to his cross,”—by 
his erucifixion he declared it invalid. ‘The apos- 
tles everywhere teach that the new dispensation 
through Christ (xa.vy dvaSyxn) commenced at 
his death, and was by that event solemnly sanc- 
tioned and introduced. Eph. v. 25, 26; Heb. 
xiii, 20; ix. 14,15, where the preparatory eco 
nomy of Moses, consisting in sacrifices, is com 
pared with the preparatory economy of Christ, 
consisting in the sacrifice of himself. Christ 
himself calls his blood which was shed, aiue 
xawns duadyjxns, Matthew, xxvi. 28. Conse- 
quently, the ancient Israelitish dispensation 
ceased with the death of Christ, because at 
that event the new dispensation commenced. 
We see by this what value was attached to the 
death of Christ, and how everything tn this new 
dispensation through Christ proceeds from it. 
The day of his death is the consecration-day of 
the new covenant. The new covenant is not 
dated from the time when he began to teach, 
but from the time of his death. 

(b) Are all the Mosaic laws abolished by 
Christ, and no longer obligatory upon Chris- 
tians? From the passages cited we must cer- 
tainly answer in the affirmative. But the Jaws 
of Moses are of different kinds; and many of 
the older theologians maintained that Christ 
abolished only the ceremonial and civil law of 
the Israelites, and not the moral law, especially 
that contained in the decalogue. But in the 
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passages of the New Testament which treat of 
the abolition of the law there is no allusion to 
this threefold distinction. Paul includes the 
whole under duos, Romans, vi. 14; Gal. iii. 19, 
25. Besides, many of the laws of Moses, which 
are truly moral, are expressed and stated in such 
a way as to shew plainly that they were de- 
signed, in that form, only for the circumstances 
and wants of the Israelites at the time being— 
e. g., “ Honour thy father and thy mother, that 
thy days may be long in the /and,” (Palestine ;) 
and the law respecting the Sabbath. 

The mistake upon which this limitation is 
founded may be pointed out. Moral laws are 
sn themselves universally obligatory, and unal- 
‘erable as the laws of nature. ‘There are, doubt- 
‘ess, many such moral laws in the code of 
Moses, as well as of Solon, Lycurgus, and 
others. But they are not binding upon Chris- 
tians because they are parts of the Mosaic code, 
and stand in the decalogue, but (@) because 
they are founded in the constitution of human 
nature, which God himself has giyen us, and 
are therefore laws of nature, and (b) because 
Christ has commanded us to obey them. In 
the same way, we observe the moral laws which 
stand in the codes of heathen legislators—C on- 
fucius, Solon, Lycurgus, &c.; not because they 
have given them, but because these laws are 
universal, and founded in our very nature. 
When a ruler introduces a new statute-book 
into his dominions, the old book, after its rejec- 
tion, is no longer the rule by which right and 
Wrong are determined, although much in it 
still remains true. Just such is the case here. 
Morus well observes (p. 243, infra), that Chris- 
tians observe the moral precepts in the Mosaic 
code, quia ratio dictat, et Christi doctrina (propo- 
nit, proponendoque confirmat. Judi vero tene- 
bantur ea observare, quia ratio dictabat, et Moses, 
jussu divino, prescripserat. 

In this way we may understand the declara- 
tion of Christ, Matthew, v. 17—19, «that he 
was not come to destroy the law and the pro- 
phets, (vouov xat xpopyzas,) and that all the di- 
vine commands contained in them must be 
punctually obeyed.” This does not conflict 
with the doctrine of Paul. Christ was neither 
able nor willing to abrogate these wniversal 
laws, because they were given by God for all 
men; not, however, because they were given 
by Moses. It was, on the contrary, the design 
of Christ still more to illustrate these laws, and 
to recommend obedience to them by his doc- 
trine and example. 

The question, Whether the ten command- 
ments of Moses should be retained in the moral 
instruction of the common people and of the 
young, has been much controverted of late. 
(Cf. Thom. Boolo, Etwas tiber den Decalogus, 
oder, von der Verbindlichkeit der zehn Gebote 
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fiir die Christen; Schmalkalden, 1789, 8vo; 
Hufnagel, Ueber den Religionsunterricht, nach 
den zehn Geboten; Zacharia, Bibl. Theol. th. 
4; Less, Déderlein, Reinhard, in their Chris- 
tiancethics.) From what has been already said, 
it is plain that the Ten Commandments are not 
obligatory. because they are laws given by 
Moses. They are not therefore, of necessity, 
fundamental in Christian instruction, No in- 
jury, however, is to be apprehended from mak- 
ing them so, any more than in the first Christian 
church, if the manner in which Christ and the 
apostles allude to the moral precepts of Moses 
and the Old Testament be only made our model. 
The intelligent and “conscientious teacher will 
be very cautious in declaring to the common 
people and the young that the Ten Command- 
ments are abrogated, since he might be easily 
understood to mean, that the duties enjoined in 
them are no longer obligatory. ‘I'he instruction 
which God has given through Jesus, respecting 
the moral law and our duties, is much more 
perfect and extensive than that which was 
given, or could be given, through Moses. Our 
hearers should therefore be led directly to this 
more copious fountain of knowledge. This will 
not prevent our connecting instruction from the 
Old Testament with that from the New, as 
Christ and the apostles did, especially since 
the history of the Old Testament so well eluci- 
dates and explains many points of duty. 

In those churches in which the decalogue is 
incorporated, by their very constitution, into the 
system of instruction, itis neither necessary nor 
advisable for the teacher to urge the discontinu- 
ance of ‘this custem. By this course he would 
do more hurt than good. He will proceed more 
properly and judiciously by confirming, com- 
pleting, and enlarging from the New ‘Testa- 
ment all the particular moral precepts contained 
in the decalogue, making the decalogue, in this 
way, serve only as a guide to Christian instrue- 
tion. He will do well also to connect with or 
append to the catechism a good outline of Chris- 
tian doctrines and morals, exhibited in a natural 
order, and in an intelligible and practical man- 
ner, according to the holy scriptures. 

(2) It was the great object of Jesus to esta- 
blish an universal religion, by which all nations 
of the earth might be united in one common 
worship of God. Vide John, x. 16, ‘One fold 
and one Shepherd.”? Cf. Reinhard, Ueber den 
Plan des Stifters der christlichen Religion. But 
this plan in its whole extent could not be car- 
ried into effect, nor indeed was it designed to 
be, until after his departure from the earth. 
Vide John, xii. 32. In order to render this 
plan practicable, it was essential that the Mo- 
saic institute should be abrogated, and declared 
to be thenceforward abolished. Without this, 
Jews and Christians could never be brought 
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together, or united in a common religious so- 
ciety. The Jews were distinguished by na- 
tional pride and contempt for all the rest of 
mankind. hey considered themselves excla- 
sively as a holy people, beloved of God. All 
other nations seemed to them to be desecrated, 
and hated by God. They exhibit, as Tacitus 
says (Hist. v. 5), Odium hostile adversus omnes 
gentes; and, as Paul says, 1 Thess. ii. 15, a 
universal misanthropy, naow daSpdzors évaveiot. 
And what was the occasion of this hatred and 
separation? Their misunderstanding the Mo- 
saic laws, and putting a false interpretation 
upon them. . 

’ In opposition to this, the great principles of 
Christianity are, the love of God and universal 
philanthropy, and that all upright and true wor- 
shippers of God, of whatever nation they may 
be, are equally acceptable to him, have equal 
rights, and an equal share in the blessings of 
Christianity, John, iv. 21—24; Acts, x. 35; 
Romans, x. 12; Gal. v. 6. This assimilation 
and union, by which all distinction between 
Jew and heathen would cease, could not be 
brought about except by the abrogation of the 
Mosaic institute, which was designed by God 
to be only a preparatory economy. One of the 
principal passages relating to this subject is 
Ephes. ii. 12—19, coll. Col. i. 21, seq.; Ephes. 
ii. 10, seq. ‘¢ Christ has united the two (Jews 
and heathen), has done away the cause of their 
enmity, has established harmony, brought them 
both together into one society, and given them 
citizenship in the kingdom of God; this he did 
by removing the wall of partition (uecdrovzor 
Tov ppaymorv, ver. 14), that separated between 
heathen and Jews, and prevented their becom- 
ing one people.” This wall of partition was the 
Mosaic law, as he himself explains it, ver. 15, 
vouos évroxav. This he calls, in ver. 14, 2ySpa, 
the cause of enmity. 


SECTION CXIX. 


THE HAPPINESS WHICH CHRISTIANS OBTAIN IN 
THIS LIFE FROM CHRIST. 


We treat now of the particular benefits of 
which every professor of Christianity partakes 
when he performs the prescribed conditions. 
Vide s. 118, I. ad fin. As our existence is com- 
posed of two very unequal portions, these bless- 
ings are likewise of two kinds. We enjoy some 
of them even in the present life, and others not 
before we enter the future world; s. 120. It 
must always be borne in remembrance, that the 
apostles derived all these spiritual advantages, 
of whatever kind, from Christ, and that they 
connect these, as well as the rewards of the 
pious (natural and positive), in such a way with 
the history of Jesus, that they represent him as 


the procurer of them all. This method of in-| 
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struction is perfectly suited the wants of mans 
kind. General truths become much more intel- 
ligible, clear, and certain, by being placed in 
connexion with true history, from which they 
receive a positive sanction. We find that the 
ancient teachers of religion among the heathen 
pursued the same course. And this isa proof that 
they better understood the constitution of man 
than those Christian teachers who would sepa- 
rate everything historical from the exhibition of 
Christian truth. Vide s. 108. 

The spiritual biessedness which believers in 
Christ receive through him, even in the present 
life, consists, according to the doctrine of the 
New Testament, in the following particulars :— 


I. Assurance of the undeserved Benevolence, the Con- 
stant Favour, and Paternal Love of God. 


The apostle places this class of spiritual be- 
nefits in the closest connexion with the whole 
history of Christ, representing them always as 
the fruit of the atonement. ‘Their doctrine is, that 
whoever is sure of the forgiveness of his sins (and 
this assurance he receives through the atonement 
of Christ, or through faith in Christ as a Saviour 
and expiator), and, under the guidance and as- 
sistance of God and Christ, lives conformably 
to the divine precepts (which he learns from the 
Christian doctrine and from the example of 
Christ), such an one is capable of receiving the 
divine blessings which are promised to such, and 
he can at all times be assured of the favour anc 
paternal love of God; he will be treated by Gov 
and Christ as a friend, and made partaker of 
their happiness, so far as he is susceptible of it. 

Various figures and expressions are used in 
the scriptures to represent these fruits of the 
atonement, and of faith in it. But they all con- 
vey one and the same idea. ‘They ought not 
therefore, in systems of theology, to be sepa- 
rately considered, in different chapters or arti- 
cles. The following expressions are some of 
the most common—viz., sonship, the right of 
adoption, election, access to God, and union with 
him. We shall now briefly explain these terms. 

(1) TioSeova @cov. This is a term which was 
originally borrowed from the Israelitish church. 
In the ancient languages the phrase, children of 
God, denotes the peculiar friends, the favourites 
of the Deity. The Israelites received this name, 
and also that of firstborn, to denote their pre- 
eminence above other people. Vide Ex. iv. 22, 
23. Hence in Rom. ix. 4, the Israelites are 
said to possess vioSectca—l. e., the rights of the 
favourite people of God. This term is trans- 
ferred to true Christians, in order to denote the 
relation which subsists between them and God. 
Those who endeavour to resemble God in their 
conduct, and who faithfully obey his command- 
ments, have a higher capacity for happiness and 
reward than others who are wanting in these 
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traits of character. We hence conclude, with 
reason, that God loves and favours them more 
than others who are unlike him. One who loves 
God as a son loves his father, and seeks to re- 
semble him as a dutiful son seeks to resemble 
his father, will be loved by God in return, as a 
dutiful son is loved by his father. All the ad- 
vantages and spiritual benefits, therefore, which 
we obtain through faith in Christ, and obedience 
to his precepts, are considered as belonging to 
vioSeova, because they are all proofs of the pater- 
nallove of God. Vide Gal. iv. 4,5; iii. 26; Rom. 
viii. 15 (xvetua vioSecvas, a filial disposition), and 
ver. 23 (the reward of Christians); Ephes. 1. 5; 
1 John, iii. 1,2. This right of adoption we owe 
to Christ, as the author of Christianity and our 
Saviour. Those only possess this right who 
believe in him as Xpuords and Ywrnp. Hence 
John declares (i. 12), «He gives to all who 
believe on him the privilege (éovova) of consi- 
dering themselves the children of God;’’ which 
privilege they, obtain, according to ver. 13, not 
by descent from pious ancestors, according to 
the Jewish prejudice, but solely by true faith in 
Jesus Christ, and from the holiness and like- 
ness to God arising from and connected with 
faith. 

The apostles give this appellation to the sin- 
cere worshippers of God the more readily and 
frequently on account of the name of Christ, 
ios @zov. God treats Christians as his peculiar 
friends on account of Christ, who is his most 
beloved and chief favourite, zpwrdtoxes, wovo- 
yawns. Vide Gal. iii. 26, 27; iv. 4—7. 

Pious Christians are thus called the children 
of God in a twofold sense: (a) because they 
love God as their Father, and obey him from 
love; (b) because they, on account of this dis- 
position, are loved in return by God, as obedient 
children, and so obtain from him forgiveness of 
sins and other Christian blessings. Both of 
these ideas are sometimes implied at the same 
time in this term. 

[In the older writers of the English church 
(as well as in the ancient fathers, and the most 
devout and spiritual writers of other nations,) 
we frequently meet with the idea, that the rela- 
tion existing between man and God, denoted 
by sonship, is not merely a relation of feeling, 
but also of nature. This is sometimes illustrated 
by saying that we are not adopted by God into 
his family in the same manner in which a 
wealthy benefactor sometimes adopts a destitute 
and orphan child, conferring upon him great 
privileges, and giving him the name of son, to 
which he has no natural title. In such a ease, 
this name would denote only that the per- 
son on whom it was conferred held the same 
place in the affections of the benefactor, and 
exercised in return the same feelings of grati- 
tude and dutiful reverence as an own son would 
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in similar circumstances. And this seems to ba 
the more general sense in which this appella 
tion was used in reference to the friends and 
worshippers of God before the Christian dispen- 
sation, and to those few who, like the devout 
Cornelius, are found fearing God even in the 
midst of heathenism. But this term, when 
applied to believers in the New Testament, has 


| a superior meaning, and points tothe gift of the 


Spirit of adoption, which, in the highest sense, is 
peculiar to the Christian dispensation, and con- 
sequent upon the completion of Christ’s work. 
By being born of God, and receiving this peculiar 
grace, the Spirit of adoption, believers become 
partakers of ‘the divine nature,’ and possessed 
of an internal principle, the fruits of which are 
the love and obedience in which the essential 
nature of sonship is sometimes placed, but 
which are in reality only the signs or effects of 
that new life in which it really consists. The 
possession of this Spirit by Christ, though ina 
far higher degree of intimacy, seems to be one 
of the grounds of his bearing the title of Son. 
And the manner of the Spirit’s presence and 
operation in believers is compared by the sacred 
writers with the hypostatical union of the divine 
and human natures in Christ. These ideas 
may be, indeed, carried so far as to involve 
error. But it is an important question whether 
they have not a scriptural basis. Is the compa- 
rative infrequency, in our later theological 
writings, of these ideas, which were so current 
in the fathers of the English church, the result 
of an advance or a decline in theological 
science t—Tr. ] 

(2) All the words which literally signify to 
choose and elect are frequently employed in order 
to denote the distinguished favour and love of 
God to his people. We are accustomed to 
select from many things that which is the best, 
most desirable, and valuable. Hence to say a 
thing is chosen is often the same as to say it is 
valuable or useful—e. g., oxevos éxroyrs, Acts, 
ix. 15. Now, because our love rests upon those 
objects which appear to us good and valuable, 
the words which in the oriental languages sig- 
nify to select, signify also to love, to wish well to 
any one, to benefit kim, in a distinguished man- 
ner. In the same way is "na used in Hebrew— 
e. g., Deut. iv. 57, where amis added. The LXX. 
sometimes render it by the word éxaréyeoSau, as 
in the passage cited, and sometimes by <ddo- 
xecv and dyanay. The New Testament employs 
the words éxaréyeoSae and éxasx7ds in the same 
manner. In the Old Testament, the Israelites 
were denominated, by way of eminence, the 
chosen or beloved (a.~n3) of God. This term was. 
then transferred to Christians, who become wore 
thy of the love of God by faith in Jesus Christ, 
and by conduct conformed entirely to the divine 
will—e. g., Matt. xxiv. 24; 1 Pet. ii. 9. "Exaée 
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qrosac is therefore Christianum facere, as 1 Cor. 
i. 27, 28. In the same way the verba cogno- 
scendi, in the ancient languages mean to dove, 
to be friendly to any one. Thus Christians are 
said to be yraoSévrss id Ocod, amiet Deo. Gal. 
iv. 9; 1 Cor. viii. 3, coll. Ps. lv. 14. 

(3) The terms which denote the drawing near 
of God to men, or union with him. God was 
conceived of by the ancient world as corporeal, 
and as resembling man. Thus many believed 
that he was literally and actually more present 
in one place than in another, and that he ap- 
proached the place where he wished to exert 
his power, and that otherwise he withdrew or 
absented himself. Vide s. 23, II. From such 
conceptions a multitude of figurative expressions 
have arisen in all the ancient languages. These 
expressions appear very gross and unworthy of 
God. At first, however, they were literally 
understood by the great mass of mankind. But 
afterwards, as the views of men became en- 
larged and improved, they were understood figu- 
ratively, and were interpreted in such a way as to 
be consistent with the divine perfections. The 
terms, the approach, or coming of God to any 
one, the connexion of God with any one, denote 
a high degree of his favour and love, and of the 
active display of these feelings, his assistance 
and agency; and so the wethdrawment of God, 
and his forsaking any one, denote, on the other 
hand, the withdrawing of his love and the bene- 
fits resulting from it. Thus naxp denotes the 
friendship of God, Ps. \xxiii. 28, coll. Zech. ii. 
10,11. And thus Christ promises to his disciples 
that he and his Father would come and make 
their abode with them—i. e., would be always 
connected with them, and never withhold from 
them their special assistance and protection ; in 
short, would be to them what one friend is 
to another in guiding and upholding him; ver. 
21, éuganSew. Thus Jesus consoles his dis- 
ciples who were lamenting his departure. Cf. 
Rev. iii. 20, and Matt. xxviii. 20. The terms, 
yucis gomev (OF pévopev) Ev Sea, Seds tory 
(or péver) ¢v duev, which occur John xvii. 21, 
and 1 John, iii, 24, &c., denote, in the same 
way, a high degree of the special favour and 
friendship of God, agreement of disposition 
with him, and his assistance connected with 
his favour. Cf. John, xv. 1, “ Whoever is and 
remains faithful and devoted to him shall be 
treated by him in the same manner in return; 
he shall be united to him, as the branch is 
united to the vine.” 

From these and similar passages the mystics 
have taken occasion to speak of a secret wnion 
(unio mystica) with God and Christ. They 
commonly express this by the terms, the ¢n- 
dwelling of God in the heart, sinking down into 
God, the communication of God, the enjoyment 
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of him, &c. &ce. Some of them associated very 
gross conceptions with these phrases; cf. s. 23. 
After the eleventh and twelfth centuries such 
language became more common in the Western 
church. It was understood by some in a literal 
manner, and in a sense unworthy of the charac- 
ter of God; by others, in a manner entirely con- 
formed to the Bible, but yet sometimes too indis- 
tinctly. Luther, Melancthon, and other reform- 
ers, retained the phraseology of the ancient mys- 
ties, and it was adopted into the systeins of theo= 
logy. Some made a special article on the subject 
of the mystical wnion ; though Melancthon and 
others took pains to controvert the gross ideas 
of the fanatical mystics. Hence it came to 
pass that this phraseology was thus used mostly 
in homiletical and catechetical discourses, and 
that formerly many sermons and books were 
written upon this subjoct. 

In the holy scriptures these terms denote some 
times the agreement of the dispositions of thy 
pious with the law of God; sometimes the pe- 
euliar favour and friendship of God towards 
them, and the special proofs of it, and also their 
enjoyment and feeling of the tokens of this 
friendship. 

There is no reason, therefore, for making a 
particular article in the systems of theology 
upon this subject. Caution, however, should 
be used in Christian instruction to prevent the 
notion that there is anything properly miraculous 
in this matter which is not according to the 
Bible. This caution is the more necessary, as 
many enthusiastic parties frequently employ 
such expressions with regard to these divine in- 
fluences, and give them such a meaning as im- 
plies an ¢mmediate illumination independent of 
the holy scriptures. So the Quakers and Bohe- 
mians. And it has sometimes happened that 
well-meaning though unenlightened Christians 
have received the doctrine of these sectarians as 
scriptural because it was expressed in scriptural 
phraseology. 

Another reason for calling these proofs of the 
love of God, and the experience of them, wnio 
mystica, is, that they are inward, and enjoyed by 
spiritual fellowship, and are unseen and disre- 
garded by those who have no taste or capacity 
for such experiences. A satisfactory and full 
explanation of these feelings cannot be given to 
those who have no experience of them, as is the 
case with all matters of experience. Paul said, 
very truly, Col. iii. 3, Your (the true Chris- 
tian’s) life in God, (i. e., your divine life, which 
is acceptable to God—your happy life as Chris- 
tians,) like the present life of Christ in heaven, 
in the full enjoyment of happiness, is concealed 
(xéxpuxzar) from the great multitude of men;” 
they do not regard it as happy or desirable be 
cat se they have no taste for it. 
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{I. Happiness and Peace of Mind, and a joyful 
Prospect of the Future. 


We owe to Christ, according to the doctrine 
of the New Testament, 

(1) Inward peace and happiness. These 
spring from the firm conviction that through 
Christ we have obtained from God the forgive- 
ness of sin, and from the joyful consciousness 
of the power of God, and his approbation of our 
feelings and conduct. This state of mind is 
frequently expressed in the New Testament by 
rapinoca, cheerful confidence in God, in opposition 
to an anxious and slavish fear of punishment. 
Thus Heb. iv. 16, mposspyducda peta rapinovas 
7a Spdv@ THs xaperos, * We may now with joyful 
confidence expect unmingled good from God, 
and supplicate him for it.” 1 John, iv. 17, 
napinovay tyew év nutpa xpiceas, to be able to 
look forward to the day of judgment with cheer- 
fulness. Cf. 1 John, iii. 20, 21, peace of God, 
or with God. Rom. v. 1, 2, Elpneny mpos voy 
Ozov Pyousv, SuxawoSévtes—mnpooayayny eis yap 
@zov, &c. Ver. 11, “* We can at all times rejoice 
in the assurance of divine favour, (xawyaueSa év 
@z@;) and this, Christ by his atonement has en- 
abled us to do.” By this assurance and confi- 
dence the soul of the true Christian comes to 
such a firm, steadfast, and composed frame, as 
enables him to endure unmoved the greatest 
trials. He is deeply convinced that the greatest 
adversities contribute to his highest good, and 
are the means which God, as a kind father, em- 
ploys for the welfare of his children, whom he is 
educating not merely for this short life, but for 
eternity, Rom. v. 3; vill. 28, 32. 

(2) The most cheerful prospect of the future, or 
a certain hope of our future blessedness. One 
great object of Christian instruction is, to 
awaken, confirm, and cherish this hope. It is 
always used aS a motive to diligence in holi- 
ness, to self-denial, and to steadfastness in all 
the sufferings and adversities of the present life. 
Rom. v. 2, ears d0&%s ©zov—i. e., of the divine 
rewards. Rom. viii. 17, 18, 24, seq. ; 1 Pet. i. 
3; 2 Cor. vii. 1, 4,8, seq. All this is every- 
where connected with the history of the person 
of Jesus in his humiliation and exaltation; and 
confirmation of the views now given is drawn 
from his sufferings and death, as Heb. ix. 15; 
from his resurrection and subsequent exaltation, as 
John, vii. 28; xvii. 24; 1 Thess. v. 8—10. By 
his death we are delivered from death. His re- 
surrection and his exalted station are pledges to 
us that he will actually perform all that he pro- 
mised, and will bring us to that place to which 
he has gone before—to our proper heme, and our 
Father’s house. 

We ought not, however, in hope uf the future 
world, to forget the present. W. should re- 
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member that God designs that we should live 
for the present world, and that our happiness 
hereafter depends upon our good improvement 
of the time now allotted us. Faith in Christ 
and grateful obedience to all his requirements: 
should render us happy even here. 1 Tim. iv. 8, 
evoéBevca—enayyemay (Exer) Cans ts vey xot t75 
werrovons. This cheerfulness and joy which 
so visibly distinguish the pious Christian, and 
more than ever in the midst of sufferings and 
adversities, often compel those who are without 
to wish that they were as pious and as enviably 
happy as they see him to be. Many are in the 
case of King Agrippa, (Acts, xxvi. 28,) who con- 
fessed that but little was wanting to persuade him 
to become a Christian. But they stop here, be- 
cause they are unwilling to employ the simple 
means necessary for obtaining the Christian cha- 
racter, and dread to sacrifice their sinful pro- 
pensities. 


SECTION CXX. 


THE HAPPINESS WHICH CHRISTIANS OBTAIN 
THROUGH CHRIST IN THE FUTURE LIFE. 


Tuis subject also is placed in the New Testa- 
ment in the most intimate connexion with the 
history of the person of Jesus Christ, and is de- 
duced from it. He is the procurer of this happi- 
ness. This subject needs only to be briefly and 
summarily stated here; since the scripture doc- 
trine respecting the happy and unhappy condi- 
tion of men after death will be more fully exhi- 
bited, s. 147, et seq. 


I. Our Deliverance from Death obtained through 
Christ. 


Death is always represented in the New Tes 
tament as the effect and consequence of sin. 
Now since Christ has delivered from the conse- 
quences and punishment of sin, he must also be 
regarded as the cause of our deliverance from 
death. The resurrection of the dead—i. e., the 
complete restoration of the whole man, both as 
to soul and body, is a blessing for which the 
human race is indebted, according to the New 
Testament, to Christ. Vide John, xi. 25; 1 Cor. 
xv. 22. The resurrection of the dead was gene- 
rally believed among the Jews at the time of 
Christ and the apostles, and only the Sadducees 
denied it, But Christianity gave to this doctrine 
a new support and sanction. It now became 
intimately connected with the religion of Jesus 
and with the history of his person, like every- 
thing else relating to the deliverance and welfare 
of man. 

(1) Christ and the apostles have the merit, 
which is unquestionably great, of casting new 
light upon the doctrine of life beyond the grave, 
and the future restoration of the whole man, and 
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giving it a certainty it never had before. They 
exhibited this truth in such a way that on one 
side it serves for the comfort and consolation of 
mankind, and on the other, to urge powerfully 
to the practice of goodness and holiness in the 
present life. Vide Heb. ii. 15; 1 Thess. iv. 
13, 18; 1 Cor. xv. 30, 57, 58; Acts, xxiv. 
14—16. Paul therefore says, very truly, 2 
Tim. i. 10, that Christ is oérias Suny xat 
ApSapovay Sua vov evayyeaiov—i. e., by his in- 
structions he brought to light, and clearly and 
infallibly revealed, the doctrine of a happy im- 
mortality. 

(2) But this doctrine is intimately connected 
in the New Testament with the history of the 
person of Christ. According to the New Testa- 
ment we are indebted for our hope of a future 
restoration to life by the resurrection, 

(a) To the death of Christ. For the deliver- 
ance of man from every kind of misery, and 
from all the punishment of sin, and consequently 
from death, is always derived in the New Tes- 
tament from the death of Jesus. Vides. 111. 
The clearest passage of this kind is Hebrews, ii. 
14, «‘ Christ became man in order to take away 
(iva xarapynoy) by his death the power of him 
whois the author of death, the dev/,”’ (from whom 
death and every calamity is derived, since he is 
regarded as the author of sin, which brought 
death in its train. Vide 1 Cor. xv. 56.) Here 
belongs also the passage, Rom. v. 14—19, where 
Christ is compared with Adam. Adam brought 
death into the world by his disobedience, Christ 
brought in life by his obedience, (izaxon, willing 
obedience to the divine will, especially to the 
divine purpose that he should suffer and die for 
us.) ‘The same thing is briefly expressed, 1 Cor. 
xv. 21, thus :—*+ As Adam was the cause of the 
death of all men, so all owe it to Christ that they 
shall be raised at the last.”’ This corresponds 
with the language, ver. 55, Savatos xavenogn ets 
vexos, death overcome (by him), henceforth ceases ; 
and also with 2 Tim. i. 10, xarapynoas roy Sava- 
cov, taking away the power of death, vanquishing 
ti—i. e., freeing men from it, and awaking them 
to eternal life. And in the Revelation of John, 
the victory of Christ is made to consist princi- 
pally in the fact that through him death ceased to 
be; Rev. xxi. 4, Savazos ovx Foro Ere, or, was cast 
into the luke of fire, xx. 14—i. e., was removed 
and able no more to hurt. 

Note.—The Bible mentions it as one of the 
plessings resulting from the work of Christ, that 
all mankind will be raised by him—e. g., 1 Cor. 
xv. 21, 22, coll. John, v. 21, seq., and conse- 
quently the wicked as well as the good. — Some 
theologians, indeed, have objected to considering 
resurrection in the case of the impenitent as a 
blessing, and have rather regarded it asa punish- 
ment. Buta great value is ascribed in the Bible 
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to mere existence, even in the present life, where 
we live in the midst of so many evils and adver- 
sities. Life in itself is always more valuable 
than non-existence, or annihilation; although it 
seems that for some men it would have been 
better never to have been born; as Christ him- 
self says, doubtless in the language of a curren’ 
proverb, Matt. xxvi. 24. Now although the 
wicked are to be punished in the future world 
through their own fault, the preservation of their 
life does not on this account cease to be a bless- 
ing; stil] less is it changed itself into a punish 
ment, by the punishments which will be conse- 
quent upon it. The ancient fathers, Athana- 
sius, Augustine, Theodoret, Hilarius, and others, 
understood the subject very much in this way. 

(6), To the resurrection of Christ. Morus, Pp. 
175, 8.3; 

The New Testament teaches, that from the 
resurrection of Christ we may and should argue 
the possibility and reality of ourown. Was God 
able to raise Christ, and did he actually raise 
him, from the dead; he is both able to raise us, 
and will actually do so. The resurrection of 
Christ is therefore a sensible confirmation of the 
doctrine of our resurrection. So Paul argues, 
1 Cor. xv. 12—20. In Acts, iv. 2, it is said that 
the apostles taught through Jesus the resurrection 
of the dead—i. e., by his example. As God 
raised up Christ in order to confer upon him a 
reward in heaven, we are to share in the same 
reward and happiness, and to be with Christ. 
We can therefore be certain of our resurrection 3 
1 Thess. iv. 14; 2 Cor. iv. 14; 1 Peter, i. 21. 
Christ is therefore called dnapyn xexounnuévor, 
1 Cor. xv. 20, 23, and xpwrdroxos éx tay vexpur, 
the first that rose, Col. i. 18, because he must be 
tv race xparevav. Cf. progr. de nexu resurrec- 
tionis Jesu Christi mortuis et mortuorum,”’ in 
scripta varti argumenti, N. ix. 

(c) To the more perfect condition of Christ tn 
heaven. Christ and the apostles everywhere 
teach that it is the will of God that Christ should 
continue and complete in heaven the great work 
which he commenced on earth for the restoration 
of the human race. He has therefore empowered 
Christ to raise the dead and to hold a day of jude- 
ment, with which Christ will accomplish his 
great work for the good of man. He himself de- 
elares this, John, v. 21, 25—29, and represents 
this charge as entrusted to him by the Father. 
In John, xi. 25, he says, dys ecu 7 dvactacus xat 
7 Cay—i. e., the cause of the resurrection and 
vivification of men, he to whom they are indebted 
for this; cf. ver.26. Paul says, Rom. xiv. 9, that 
by his death and resurrection he has shewn 
himself to be Lord (xvpredew) of the dead and 
living; and 1 Cor. xv. 25, 26, he will conquer 
and disable death, the last enemy of the human 
race. Cf. s. 98, 99. 
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{I. Our Deliverunce from Punishment after Death, 
and our Happiness in the Future World obtained 


through Christ. 


[he consequences and punishment of sin 
continue even into the future world; and it is 
there first, according to the scriptures, that the 
positive punishments of sin are completely in- 
flicted. Now Christ has not only freed us from 
these punishments (eternal condemnation) on 
certain conditions to be fulfilled by us, (vide 
Romans, v. 9; 1 Thess. i. 10, frouevos mwas aro 
ans dpyns ens epxouévys;) but we owe to him our 
whole welfare and blessedness in the future 
world, (San atdrios.) There the happiness be- 
gun in the present life will continue and be per- 
fected, and everything by which it is now in- 
terrupted will be removed. Besides, according 
to the New Testament, we may expect that 
God will there confer positive blessings and re- 
wards. Paul says, 1 Thess. v. 9, evo yuas 6 
Ozbs obx eis Opynv, GAA sig mepirtoinory owTypLas 
(the attainment of happiness) dua Xpvorov. 
But how do we attain this happiness through 
Christ? 

(1) By the doctrine of Christ. This gives us 
(a) Information respecting the nature of future 
happiness, so far as we are now capable of un- 
derstanding it. Vide 1 Timothy, i. 10; 1 Cor. 
xv. (0) Direction how we may obtain the pos- 
session of it. The religion of Christ derives 
motives to piety and godliness from the bless- 
edness of the future world, shews us the means 
by which we may attain it, and prepares us for 
it. John, iii. 16 vi. 513 1 John, ii, 25, the 
great end of the Christian religion (éxayyeaia) 
is to give men C7 aids. By the Christian 
doctrine, and obedience to it, we are made 
(through divine assistance) to resemble the 
holiness and righteousness of Christ in this 
world, in order that we may hereafter be re- 
warded, as he is; 1 John, iv. 17; 2 Thess. ii. 
13, 15; iv. 14. Hence the Christian doctrine 
itself is called Gam and Coy aidreos, because it 
shews Sov Cars; John, xvii. 3. But, 

(2) Our enjoyment of this happiness is de- 
scribed as principally owing to Christ’s death 
and subsequent exaltation. (a) Our entire free- 
dom from misery and our being placed in a 
happy condition is ascribed to the death of 
Christ, (vide No. I.,) and consequently the 
happiness of the future state must also be a 
consequence of this event. Heb. ix. 15, «* We 
obtain through the death of Christ évayyeatay 
Qlwvuov xAnpovowcas.”” 1 Thess. v. 10, &* He died 
for wth iva oby adra Snowmen. (6) Since Christ 
is exalted in heaven, he cares for the good of 
men. He is airs wrnpias aiwviov rors draxob- 
ovoy adte@ vacc, Heb. v. 9, coll. vii. 25. And 
as he has received power from the Father to 
‘raise the dead and hold a day of judgment, he 
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has also received charge from him to distribute 
rewards to the righteous and to introduce hig 
followers into the abodes of the blessed. Vide 
Matt. xxv. 32, seq. ; John, x. 28, 29, Samy aia- 
yov didame avrors, xvii. 2; 2 Tim. iv 18, ef 
seq. 


ARTICLE Xi. 


ON THE DOCTRINE OF TIE CONDITIONS OF 
” SALVATION. 


This Article, and the following, exhibit the man- 
ner in which Christians may attain to the promised 
happiness. The Eleventh Article treats of the con- 
ditions which the Christian doctrine prescribes te 
men, and which must be performed by them if they 
would actually enjoy this blessedness. These con- 
ditions are, repentance and faith. The Twelfth 
Article treats of the assistances by which God ena- 
bles men to perform the prescribed conditions, or, 
technically speaking, De operationibus gratia, sive 
de ceconomia gratie. 


SECTION CXXI. 


ON THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE OF * FAITH,’ AS 
THE ONLY CONDITION OF SALVATION, TOGE- 
THER WITH REMARKS RESPECTING THE SALVA- 
TION OF THE HEATHEN AND OF INFANTS. 


b 


I. Outline of the Christian Doctrine respecting 
Faith ; the origin and ground of the same. 


(1) Jesus and the apostles, in the instruc- 
tions which they give to adults who are ac- 
quainted with the Christian doctrine, always 
insist chiefly on fatih in Jesus Christ as the 
great condition of obtaining the salvation pur- 
chased by Christ. The whole happiness of the 
Christian (his Stxocosdvm and owtnpia) is de- 
rived from this single source; and the unbelever 
(axvornoas) loses this happiness, and brings 
upon himself misery, (dmdarswa, xaraxprors;) 
Mark, xvi. 16; Romans, i. 17; iii. 21, 22. 
**the gospel makes known the determination 
of God to forgive all who believe on Jesus 
Christ, on account of their faith, (x or dua T7s 
mstews 3)’ Hebrews, x. 38, 39, seq. 

(2) The doctrine of faith is therefore inse- * 
parably connected with the doctrine of the 
atonement and of justification. The latter can 
be obtained only through faith. Therefore, ef 
s. 108, where the plan of this doctrine is stated 

We are led even by natural religion to the 
fo.lowing points :—* Man must regard himself 
as morally imperfect, and in such a way, too, 
as to imply guilt on his own part; or, which is 
the same thing, he must acknowledge himself 
to be a sinner, a transgressor of the divine pre- 


|cepts. He must acknowledge that he ought te 
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avoid and abhor sin, plate his confidence in the 
mercy of God, hope for pardon and forgiveness 
from him, and that he ought to form and execute 
the serious purpose of obeying the divine pre- 
cepts and living acceptably to God.” This 
might be called the faith of reason. But this 
philosophical faith is wanting in that certainty 
and evidence which is necessary to tranquillize 
the mind; it is insufficient to satisfy those whose 
zonsciences are awakened; as we have before 
shewn, s. 108. Experience teaches that a faith 
of this general nature is not able to answer those 
‘eelings which rise in the inmost soul even of 
she best of men, There must be something po- 
sttive and historical upon which they can rely; 
some express assurance from God of his for- 
giveness; or they will be left in the most dis- 
tressing uncertainty. The greater part of the 
d4uman race, in all nations, are therefore united 
in believing that something must be done in 
order to conciliate the favour of God to sinners, 
and to induce him to forgive their past offences ; 
and also that their mere reformation, and their 
living in the practice of virtue, imperfect as 
their goodness will always be, is insufficient to 
secure the divine forgiveness, and can afford no 
quieting assurance that pardon is obtained. Vide 
s. 108. Now Christianity rejects all the means 
of conciliating the favour of God, in which the 
great body of men place their confidence, and 
which were common among Jews and Gentiles 
at the time of Christ. It regards them as af- 
zording false grounds of peace, and as being in- 
jurious to morality ; and in place of them incul- 
zates faith in Jesus Christ, and the atonement 
made by him, and makes this, exclusive of the 
personal deserts of believers, the sole ground of 
all the benefits which they enjoy. 

In this manner, the doctrine respecting the 
conditions of salvation is brought into the closest 
connexion with the other positive doctrines of 
Christianity, and especially with the history of 
the person of Christ. To the greater part of man- 
kind this seriptural faith possesses far more in- 
terest, evidence, and certainty, than a merely 
philosophical faith can ever give. The latter 
must be foreverattended with uncertainty, doubt, 
and fear of the reverse of what is hoped for. 
And this uncertainty and fear may become, in 
moments of suffering and adversity, extremely 
disturbing, and perhaps lead to obstinate de- 
spair. For we cannot obtain from philosophy any 
express assurance of the will of God relative to 
our forgiveness. Again: the scriptural account 
of faith in Christ as the only condition of sal- 
vation excludes wholly all the false motives to 
duty which are so injurious to true morality. 
The essentials of the scriptural doctrine on this 
point, and their connexion with each other, may 
be clearly seen in the following statement. 
The Christian should strive after the greatest 
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possible moral perfection, (likeness to God. 
This effort should result from willing dbedienca 
to God, and this again from thankful Jove to 
God, and confidence in him, and not from slavish 
fear of punishment; 1 John, iv. 18, 19. But 
this love, this srateful confidence, cannot exist 
unless man is convinced that God is graciously 
disposed towards him, and will forgive his sins. 
God does not forgive sins, however, on account 
of good works, self-inflictions, sacrifices, &c., 
but on account of Christ; s. 108. We must 
therefore believe that Christ by his death has 
procured forgiveness and salvation. But would 
we coine to the actual enjoyment of the promised 
forgiveness, we are under indispensable obliga- 
tions to live henceforward in the strictest ob- 
servance of the divine commands from grateful 
love to God and to Christ. Consequently we 
must become familiarly acquainted with the 
divine precepts and must regulate our whole 
conduct according to them; and how to do this 
we are fully taught in the Christian doctrine. 
And thus faith as much involves our doing the 
divine will, as it does our knowing it. 

The personal enjoyment and possession of 
forgiveness and saving grace, and of the whole 
sum of Christian blessedness which God has 
promised to bestow, is called applicatio gratiz, 
and the condition on which we obtain these 
blessings (conditio gratiz) is faith. Vide Morus, 
p- 197, seq., s. 1,2. Those who enjoy these 
blessings are called in the scriptures by dif- 
ferent names. Vide Morus, p. 197, note 3. 
Cf. Téllner, Wahre Griinde warum Gott den 
Glauben an Christum will, in his «* Vermischte 
Aufsatze,” th. ii. st. 2. 


II. On the Salvation of Heathen and of Children. 


(1) When treating of the conditions of salva- 
tion established in the Christian scheme, we 
speak in reference to Christians—i. e., those 
who have opportunity and capacity to become 
acquainted with Christianity, and to convince 
themselves of its truth, without undertaking to 
say what means for attaining salvation God 
may give those who are ignorant of Christian- 
ity, or who remain unconvinced of its truth 
through unintentional mistake, and without 
criminality on their part. God is not limited 
to one single method, which he is compelled to 


| employ equally at all times and among all men, 


The Bible says, indeed, that Gcd will punish 
the heathen on account of their sins; not, how- 
ever, because they did not believe in Jesus 
Christ, if this was not their fault, but because 
they did not act agreeably to the knowledge 
which they possessed, and the law of nature 
with which they were acquainted; Rom. i. 21, 
seq.; Ephes. ii. 1, 2. The holy scriptus 
therefore, never regard the heathen merely as 
such, as excluded from salvation Such pas- 
2N 
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sages as Mark, xvi. 16, do not relate to the 
heathen who are innocently ignorant of the 
gospel. The word drwocevy does not signify 
not to believe, but to pisbelieve, and always im- 
plies guilt. The conclusion sometimes drawn 
from such passages is as improper as it would 
be to conclude from 2 Thess. iii. 10 that the 
child and the infirm man should be left to pe- 
rish by hunger; as Heilmann well observes. 
No one will ever be condemned for guiltless 
ignorance, or for unintentional and innocent 
mistake; but only for guilty rejection and con- 
tempt of the truth, or for living contrary to the 
truth when once known. What Mark expresses 
by dmoretv, John expresses by py moreverr, 
(to be unbelieving,) John, iii. 18; xi; 47, 485 
and these two modes of expression are synony- 
mous. Vide John, iii. 36. Hence dvorca and 
datetSeva Were frequently interchanged as syno- 
nymous, Rom. iii. 3; xi. 20, 23, 30. Now the 
apeSovvres OF dnvotovwres are (a), the unbeliev- 
ing, those who do not receive the words and 
declarations of another as true, who do not give 
them credit; (b) the disobedient, obstinate, (con- 
tumaces ;) in which sense Xenophon and other 
classical writers use the word daorewv. Now 
the terms, arteServ Xprora, Amtuorecy, wn mMeorev- 
El, GSetery Npeordy, are used in the New Tes- 
tament to designate those who are disobedient 
to Christ, and do not follow his precepts, always 
implying guilt on their part. This is done in 
two ways: (a) by despising and rejecting Chris- 
tianity when it is once made known, or when 
opportunity is given for understanding and exa- 
mining it; Rom. ili. 3; 2 Cor. iv. 11; (8) by liv- 
ing in opposition to Christian truth when it is 
understood and embraced, and by neglecting 
its precepts. Vide Tit. i. 16. In both of these 
cases there is gwi//; and hence punishment 
(xaraxpeors) ensues. The word wnbelief, there- 
fore, often designates at the same time these 
two kinds of guilt—e. o., Mark, xvi. 16; John, 
iii, 18 —21; xii. 47, 48. 

Those heathen, now, who do not belong to 
one or the other of these classes, are not dishe- 
lievers, though they may not believe in Christ. 
Upon such, therefore, condemnation is not pro- 
nounced in these passages. They are not in- 
deed obedient to Christ, nor yet disobedient. 
Thus one who is not the subject of a certain 
kine may not indeed be obedient to his laws, 
either because he is ignorant of them, or not 
bound in duty to obey them; but he cannot on 
this account be called disobedient. Disobedience 
always presupposes an obligation to obedience. 

(2) God has not seen good as yet to bring 
all nations to the knowledge of Christianity. 
And, little capable as we are of understandings 
the plan of God in this respect, we ought not ‘ 
conclude from this circumstance that the Chris- 
dian revelation is unnecessary and may easily 
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be dispensed with. It has pleased God to leave 
many nations for thousands of years in a barba- 
yous and savage state. But can we conclude 
from this fact that intellectual cultivation and 
moral improvement are superfluous and useless, 
and therefore missions are unnecessary? Nor, 
on the other hand, can we conclude from this 
circumstance that God cannot save the heathen 
because they have not enjoyed the light of 
Christian revelation. Human happiness has as 
many degrees and gradations as human cultiva- 
tion and refinement of manners, and all men are 
not capable of one and the same degree. They 
cannot all, thérefore, be treated by God in the 
same manner. One thing may be indispensable 
to the happiness of some persons and of some 
nations, while to others the same thing is quite 
superfluous, because they are as yet incapable 
of enjoying the happiness arising from it. It is 
not said in direct words in the New Testament, 
that God will make the heathen eternally happy. 
If this were said, there are many who would 
pervert it. But it is expressly asserted that 
God does not demand more from any one than 
he is able with his knowledge and abilities te 
perform; Luke, xii. 48, seq.; and also, that he 
who faithfully serves God according to the 
knowledge and means which he enjoys, and 
does what he considers to be his duty, is accept- 
able to him; Acts, x. 35. Cf. Morus, p. 129, 
note 9. According to the testimony of the holy 
scriptures, God will have reference, in deter- 
mining the character and conditions of men, to 
the knowledge they have had, the dispositions 
they have cherished, and the actions they have 
performed. We may confidently expect from 
the goodness of God that since he has hereto- 
fore given to so many nations only the light of 
nature, he will not make them miserable for the 
want of that higher knowledge of which they 
are innocently destitute. And since there is a 
future life, we may trust that he will there lead 
them to that higher degree of happiness and 
clearness of knowledge which they did not at- 
tain in this life, because, without fault of their 
own, they were here incapable of receiving it. 
To such a dispensation in the future world there 
is at least an allusion in Rev. xxii. 2, zn the tree 
of life, by the river of life, whose leaves serve sig 
Separevay Toy evar. 

The great body of the Jews, from the earliest 
ages, denied salvation to the heathen, on the 


‘principle, Extra ecclesiam non dart salutem. 


But this is entirely opposite both to the Old 
Testament and to the spirit of Christianity. 
Even Mahommed did not go to this degree of 
exclusiveness. Nor did the more ancient Gres 
cian fathers deny salvation to the heathen, 
although they philosophized about it after their 
manner. KE, g., Justin the Martyr and Clement 
of Alexandria held that the Aoyos exerted aw 
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agency upon the heathen by means of reason; 
and that the heathen philosophers were called, 
justified, and saved by philosophy. But after- 
wards, especially after the third century, when 
the false Jewish notions respecting the church 
(s. 134) were introduced into the West, and the 
maxim was adopted, Extra ecclesiam non dari 
talutem, (which was the case after the age of 
Augustine,) they then began to deny the salva- 
“ion of the heathen; though there were always 
some who judged more favourably. Thus 
4wingli, Curio, and others, believed that God 
would pardon the heathen on account of Christ, 
although in this life they had no knowledge of 
kis merits. Cf. the historical account in Bey- 
Kert’s Diss. “de salute gentium;” Strasburg, 
1777; and a short statement of the opinions of 
others in Morus, p. 128, 129, where he justly 
recommends to our imitation the exemplary 
modesty of the apostles when speaking on this 
point. The whole subject was investigated 
anew on oceasion of the violent attack which 
Hofstede, a preacher in Holland, made upon 
the Belisaire of Marmontel. This gave rise to 
Eberhard’s «+ Apologie des Socrates.” Cf. also 
Téllner, Beweis dass Gott die Menschen auch 
durch seine Offenbarung in der Natur zur Se- 
“igkeit fihre; Ziillichau, 1766, 8vo. Many 
wodern writers have treated this subject in such 
a way as to lead to a feeling of indifference 
sowards Christianity; but this result need not 
be feared from the scriptural representation here 
given. 

(3) We must apply these same principles to 
the subject of the salvation of infants. None 
have ever really doubted respecting the salva- 
tion of those who have died in infancy, before 
they attained to the full use of their understand- 
ing. For since there is a future life, we may 
expect with certainty that God will make such 
provision there, that both children in the literal 
sense, and those who are children in under- 
standing and knowledge, will be able to obtain 
what they were here deprived of without their 
own fault; and that in his goodness, wisdom, 
and justice, he will bestow upon them that de- 
gree of happiness of which they are capable. 

Theologians have pursued two different me- 
thods in treating of this subject. 

(a) Some are content with saying that God 
will pardon and save infants on account of the 
merits of Christ, which extend to all, although 
they may not have believed in Christ during 
their life-time; and that their being born with 
natural depravity will not harm them, because 
they themselves are not to blame for it. These 
writers refer to Rom. v. 15—17 for an analo- 
gous proceeding. This is the most simple and 
the safest view. 

(b) Others, misunderstanding the passage, 
Mark, xvi. 16, suppose that faith in Christ is 
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an indispensable requisite for salvation in all 
men; and have therefore (together with some 
schoolmen) embraced the doctrine of a faith of 
infants, which they have variously explained 
and described, as fides presumpta, implicita, per 
baptismum sine verbo (some say, sine cognitione\ 
infusa; talis affectio in infante qualis Deo placet. 
The schoolmen describe it as dispositio ad jus- 
titiam. But none of them succeed in conveying 
any intelligible idea. Nothing is said in the 
New Testament about such a faith. Faith 
always presupposes knowledge, and power to 
exercise the understanding. Now since chil- 
dren have neither of these requisites, faith can- 
not be ascribed to them; nor indeed disbelief, 
unless the word is used very improperly. The 
mere want of facth is not damnable, but unbelief 
only, or the guilty destitution of faith. Those 
who have adopted this view have thus been 
compelled (as appears from the preceding re- 
marks) to vary the idea which is uniformly 
attached to the word faith when adults are re- 
ferred to, as soon as they speak of children, and 
to call something in them by this name which 
is nowhere else so denominated. The passage, 
Matt. xviii. 6, does not bear upon this point, 
since the disciples of Christ are there meant 
Cf. the Article on Baptism, s. 142, and Morus, 
p- 249. From the words of Christ, however, 
Matt. xix. 14, “Of such is the kingdom of 
God,” it is clear that he considers children as be- 
longing to his kingdom. And this is enough. 


SECTION CXXII. 


OF THE VARIOUS SIGNIFICATIONS OF THE WORD 
FAITH, AS USED IN THE BIBLE; SOME OF THE 
PRINCIPAL PASSAGES RELATING TO FAITH ; THE 
PARTS OF WHICH FAITH IS MADE UP; AND 
SOME OF THE MOST IMPORTANT THEOLOGICAL 
DIVISIONS OF FAITH. 


I. Significations of rtoris; and Explanation of the 
principal texts relative to Faith. 


Tue terms, faith, the faithful, &c., frequently 
occur in the religious dialect even of the He- 
brews. They were originally taken from the 
language of common life, and transferred into 
the religious phraseology of the Jews, where 
they express various nearly related ideas. 
From this Jewish dialect Christ and the apos- 
tles borrowed these terms. The Hebrew words 
1X, PONT, MN, were translated by the Hellen- 
istic Jews (e. g., the LXX.) by the words 7wo- 
vevew, mores, and were also rendered in the 
same way by Christ and his apostles. 

yox primarily signifies, fo be firm; and then, 
to be certain, sure, confident. Hence mcs sign 
fies, as stvores does, aside from its religious usa, 
truth, faith, integrity, honour, proof (Acts, Xvit. 
31), and conviction. (Rom. xiv. 23.) Whew 
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things are spoken of, poxn and woretew signify, 
to hold them (whatever they are, events, doc- 
trines, laws) as certain; when persons are 
spoken of, they signify, to trust in them, to rely 
on their words, declarations, works. ‘These 
words were used in the same sense in reference 
to persons and things, in the language of com- 
mon life among the Jews. In Hebrew they 
were construed with the particles 3 or by. Hence 
in the Septuagint and in the New Testament, 
nuorevew is construed with eis and éy, frequently 
too, as in pure Greek, with the dative—e. g., 
eds or év Xpuotgy 7H Xpro7g, evayyeri@, &e. The 
term occurs for the first time, in the religious 
sense, in reference to Abraham, Gen. xv. 6, 
iniotevos @c@—i. e., considered his promise as 
sure, relied on it, and acted accordingly. It 
frequently occurs afterwards in the Old Testa- 
ment—e. g., Exod. xiv. 31; Psalm ]xxviii. 22, 
32, &c. 

To believe, therefore, (2) when commands, 
promises, doctrines, events, are spoken of, sig- 
nifies, to consider and regard them as fixed and 
certain ; (b) when God is spoken of, it denotes 
our whole duty to him, love, confidence, and obe- 
dience to his commandments, because everything 
which comes from him is certain and infallible; 
(c) when prophets and the messengers of God 
are spoken of, to believe them, means, to recetve 
and obey what they make known as of divine 
origin and infallibly certain. This term is em- 
ployed in the Koran in the same way. These 
main ideas are differently modified according to 
the different objects which are received by us 
as certain. And hence we can easily derive the 
strictly religious senses in which this word is 
used in the New Testament. 

(1) Weors frequently signifies religion itself 
and the particular doctrines of which it consists, 
(fides, que creditur, or fides objectiva;) like 
Iman, in the Koran, and mmx in the Talmud. 
[t is thus used for Chréstianzty in general, Jude, 
ver. 3, 20, ayvarary nore, Gal. iii. 23. Also 
in the phrases txaxoy mioreas, fides apostolica, 
Nicxna, &e. Nowos avotews is the doctrine 
which requires faith. 

(2) It is more frequently used subjectively, 
denoting the approbation which one gives to a 
teacher, and the obedience which he yields to 
his instructions, after being convinced of the 
truth of his doctrine and the divinity of his mis- 
sion. This approbation is called in the schools, 
Jides qua creditur. Thus John, v. 46, zuoredveer 
Moio7 3 Matt. xxi. 25, 32, Iodyyy. When ased 
in the gospels in reference to Jesus it denotes 
the acknowledgment of him, and obedience to 
him, sometimes as a prophet, and indeed the 
greatest messenger of Heaven; and sometimes 
as Messiah. Hence Christians are called st0- 
vevovtes, motor. Synonymous with muoceveuw 
are zevSeoSar, duoroyecy Xprorov ‘Inoouy, elvar 
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Xpusrov, or év Xpeorg, Kupcov Eiztetyy "Inoovr. 
inixanerv dvona, Xpeorov. The opposite terms 
are Grlucrety, GrtetSetv, un traxovery evayyerr@ 
Closely connected with this is, 

(3) The sense, trust, confidence, MEMOUST|OUS, 
which arises from the conviction of the truth 
and divinity of a doctrine, and is manifested in 
different ways. 

(a) When one is convinced of the power and 
goodness of another, and therefore confidently 
hopes for help and assistance at his hand, and 
this not only because he is able, but also wiil- 
ing to help and befriend him. This use is com- 
mon in profane- writings, in Hebrew (na and 
psn), in the Septuagint, and in the New Tes- 
tament. Isaiah, xxvili. 16; Matt. xix. 2, &c. 
This confidence is therefore sometimes express- 
ed by the word éamis, Rom. v. 5, by aniCeev, 
with éy and eds, and by other similar terms, 
For the same reason, the confidence one may 
feel that God will enable him in an extraordi- 
nary manner to work a miracle, is ealled xorg 
—e. g., Matthew, xvii. 20; Acts, vi. 5, 8; 1 
Cor. xiii. 2. This faith is technically ealled 
fides miraculosa—the faith of miracles. 

(b) When one is convinced that another will 
do what he says, (is veracious and faithful,) he 
depends entirely on his promises, and certainly 
expects their fulfilment in every case, and from 
this confidence complies with everything which 
the other requires. Thus Abraham’s faith in 
God is described; and thus the terms aus¢eveur 
@z@ and Ady@ @cov are often used, Ps. cvi. 123 
Hab. ii. 1. 

From this wider meaning has arisen the pro- 
per Christian sense of saving faith, which Paul 
frequently uses in his epistles to the Romans 
and Galatians, where he controverts the mis- 
take of the meritoriousness of observing the di- 
vine law. Here suorevsew Xpoor@ and nioreg 
denote the firm persuasion that we owe our 
whole spiritual welfare to Christ, or to the free, 
unmerited merey of God on Christ’s account, 
and our trust in God and Christ arising from 
hence, Gal. ii. 16; iii. 6; Rom. iv. 16, seq. 
This kind of Christian faith is compared with 
that of Abraham. He confided in God im the 
Same manner, according to the measure of his 
knowledge. He relied on the promise (éxay- 
yeaca, Rom. iv. 20) of God respecting a numer- 
ous offspring, and on the other great promises 
connected with this, (although he saw the good, 
as Paul says, only wopioSer,) without doubt. 
ing, (od SeexpeSy, and xazpopopySees, firmly con- 
vinced,) though the thing promised was appa- 
rently improbable, (7ap’ éanida, “er. 18.) Now 
as Abraham confided in the promise of God, 
(émtorevoe @cd,) Christians should also confide 
in the promise of God and Christ, and look to 
God for salvation and blessedness, in this life 
and the life to come, in and through. Christy, 
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and rot on their own account, or on the ground 
of their own merit, of which they have nothing 
to boast. This is what theologians call justify- 
ing and saving faith. 

-The two former senses of faith are not ex- 
cluded from this third signification, but are al- 
Ways presupposed and included in it. One 
who would obtain forgiveness through faith in 
Christ must (a) have an acquaintance with the 
Christian religion, and a persuasion of its truth; 
he must regard it as of divine authority, and 
smbrace it with all his heart; and (b) he must 
actually rely on the divine promises contained 
in this religion, and prove the reality of his con- 
fidence by his feelings and actions. The latter 
sense springs out of the former. How could 
Abraham have confided in God if he had been 
destitute of the*knowledge of God, of his attri- 
butes, and promises? Hence when Paul would 
give a complete description of true Christian 
faith, he often comprises both these ideas quite 
distinctly under the word zdoris, Rom. iii., iv., 
and James, ii. 19—-24, where mcorevew refers 
sometimes to knowledge and the assent of the 
understanding, and sometimes to the confidence 
which springs from them. 

Note-—The passage Heb. xi. 1 has always 
been considered one of the most important with 
regard to the subject of faith, and so indeed it 
should be, though its sense has been frequently 
perverted. The meaning of this passage needs 
to be distinctly exhibited. Paul here speaks of 
faith, or confidence in the divine promises or 
declarations, in general, especially of that exer- 
cised in sufferings and persecutions, (in order 
to preserve Christians from apostasy,) not ex- 
clusive, however, of the peculiar saving faith 
of the Christian, as he also hopes to obtain for- 
giveness and salvation through Christ. This 
is taught by the examples of Rahab, Samson, 
Jephthah, and others, which are mentioned. 
Paul does not undertake to give a logical defi- 
nition of faith, but only distinctly to describe its 
characteristics, without which one cannot lay 
claim to the possession of faith. But this is 
the very reason why the passage is so worthy 
of note, and so practically useful; for it shews 
what is requisite to faith in general, according 
to Paul’s ideas of it, and what traits it must al- 
ways possess, however different may be the 
objects to which it is directed. A person shews 
his faith by being firmly and unhesitatingly 
convinced, on the mere testimony of God, (1) 
with respect to things which are not actually 
present with us and in our possession (éanSo- 
peva)—e. g., future deliverance, future blessed- 
ness, promised by God, of whatever kind it may 
be, temporal or spiritual; (2) with respect to 
things beyond the reach of our senses, ‘(ov 
Barsrouera.) ‘Yrdoraces and 2reyyos are synony- 
mous in this passage, and signify fra persua- 
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sio, Paul himself explains his meaning in ver. 
6: the pious man must believe that God exists, 
(although he does not see him,) and that he wili 
reward his worshippers, (although the reward 
is not immediate.) Here therefore both know- 
ledge and assent to the truth, and the confidence 
which is the result of them, are requisite, in 


order to the existence of faith in the wider sense 
in which it is here used. 


IL, Theological Divisions of Faith ; and the parts 
of which it is composed. 


(1) The Bible frequently says respecting one 
who professes Christianity, that he has faith in 
Christ. Vide No.1. But this faith is twofold. 
One may understand and externally profess the 
doctrines of Christianity without obeying them 
or feeling their transforming influence upon his 
heart; or he may apply them, according to their 
design, to the improvement of his heart and the 
sanctification of his dispositions; in short, he 
may do all that God requires of him in the 
Christian doctrine. The faith of the former is 
called fides externa, historica, or theoretica ; that 
of the latter, fides interna, habitualis, salvifica, 
(salutary, saving, oarnpos.) The former kind 
of faith, disconnected with the latter, is some- 
times called dead faith, because it is ineffectual, 
and contributes nothing to our improvement or 
salvation. The phrase is taken from James, il. 
17, 20, 26. The latter is called living, viva, ac- 
twosa, because it exerts a salutary influence in 
promoting our happiness and true welfare. 

Christian faith, in its whole extent, is there- 
fore a conviction of the truth and divinity of the 
Christian scheme of salvation, and a conduct 
conformed to this conviction. One who believes 
the Christian religion in such a way as to act in 
accordance with it, and who allows his affec- 
tions to be governed by his belief, is a true 
Christian, and possesses fides salvifica. As to 
one who willingly and cheerfully follows the 
commandments of God and Christ, and sedu- 
lously conducts himself by the rules which they 
have prescribed, the Bible says, either that he 
is obedient to God and Christ, or he believes in 
them. Hence these two terms are synonymous; 
Morus, p. 201, n. 3. The definition, therefore, 
which Crusius gives in the passage before 
cited, is just: saving faith ts a cordial approval 
of, and compliance with, the divine plan of salva- 
tion. 

(2) On the different parts of which faith con- 
sists. 

Faith is made up of different parts, all of 
which, however, must belong to it, in order to 
its being perfect. The different objects of 
Christian instruction, to which faith refers, 
form the ground of this division. ‘There is a 
faith in events, in doctrines, commands, and 
promises. These objects will he paiucaarly 
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considered in the following section. Now 
Christian faith, in a general view, embracing 
all these objects, is considered by theologians 
as consisting of three parts—knowledge, assent, 
and trust, or confidence, (notitia, assensus, jidu- 
cia), which will now be considered. Whenever 
entire Christian faith is spoken of as compre- 
hending all the objects just mentioned, this di- 
vision is perfectly applicable. But all these 
parts do not belong to Christian faith as direct- 
ed to each particular object. They all belong 
only to the faith in promises. Knowledge and 
assent merely are requisite to the faith in events 
and doctrines; and a will and inclination to 
obey, to faith in the divine commands. To avoid 
this inconvenience, faith might be made to con- 
sist in two particulars—knowledge, and a dispo- 
sition of heart correspondent to this knowledge, 
(éxvyvacs xai aioSyors, Phil. i. 9,) according to 
which one would be inclined to obey the divine 
commands and confide in the divine promises. 
Many theologians prefer this division. But in 
what remains we shall follow the common 
threefold division. 

(2) Knowledge of the subject to be believed is, 
from the very nature of the case, an essential 
part of faith, of whatever kind it may be. Paul 
asks, How can men believe, if they are not in- 
structed? (if they do not possess knowledge of 
the things to be believed,) Rom. x. 14. This 
knowledge cannot, indeed, in every case, be 
equally thorough and comprehensive. In many 
of the early Christians it was at first very gene- 
ral and confined, as indeed it is often still, to 
some of the great elementary truths. But how- 
ever limited and imperfect this knowledge may 
. be, it always implies eertainty, and must amount 
to a firm conviclion; otherwise, from the very 
nature of the human mind, it can produce no 
effect on the will, and it ceases to be faith. For 
we believe only that of which we are certain. 
Cf, the terms tdoracts and taeyzos, Heb. xi. 1, 
and xanpopdpevodac, Rom. iv. 21, where it is 
contrasted with doubting; also James, i. 6. 
But this conviction should be effected by rea- 
sons which enlighten the understanding, by in- 
struction intelligible to the human mind, not by 
authoritative and compulsory decisions. The 
mere reception of a doctrine on the word or 
command of another, without being ourselves 
convinced of its truth, is not fatth, but credulity. 
Christ and his apostles therefore prescribe in- 
struction, (xypvocew,) and make faith a result or 
effect of instruction—e, @., Mark, xvi. 16. And 
Paul derives wires from axon, Rom. x. 17, &c. 
From these remarks we can easily see how far 
to admit the fides implicita of the schoolmen. 
They mean by this, faith in such doctrines as 
we do not understand, and of which we are not 
convinced by reason, but must receive on the 


mere word and authority of the church. From 
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these remarks, too, we can easily form an opi 
nion respecting the faith of children, for which 
some contend. Vides. 120, ad finem. 

(b) Assent. This is divided into general (as 
sensus generalis), by which is meant the general 
reception of known truth as credible and sure ; 
and into particular (assensus specialis), by whic. 
is meant the special application of certain gene- 
ral truths of the Christian doctrine to oneself— 
e. g., Christ died for men, and also for me. It 
is this latter kind which more frequently pro- 
duces salutary feelings and emotions in the 
soul. Vide the examples, Rom. vill. 31—39; 
1 Tim. i. 15, 16; Morus, p. 201, s. 6. This is 
commonly expressed in the New Testament by 
déveoSar and nopadéyecSar, as Mark, iv. 20, 
where dxovew implies the knowledge of the 
truth, zapadézeoSac, assent to ity; from whence 
the result xapxopopecy. 1 Thess. ii. 13, where 
noparausavery Aoyoy, merely to hear instruction, 
is distinguished from déyeoSar. 1 Cor. il. 14, 
the carnal man, obedient only to his passions, 
does not assent (dézecSar) to the divine doc- 
trine, &c. 

Although assent should always be connected 
with the knowledge of the truth, because the 
will should be governed by the understanding, 
yet we find that it is often withheld from truths 
which cannot be doubted, from the prevalence 
of prejudice or passion. So it was with the 
contemporaries of Jesus in Palestine. They 
could not deny that the miracles which he 
wrought were real miracles, and yet they did 
not yield him their assent. Like to these are 
all who at the present day, from love to sin, re- 
fuse obedience to the truth which they know. 
Such persons commonly endeavour to persuade 
themselves and others that the cause of their 
uobelief has some other ground besides their 
own will; hence they give ready credit to every 
semblance of reason for doubting the truth and 
divinity of Christianity. 

If this assent, therefore, is genuine, it must 
act on the heart of man. The will must be con- 
trolled and governed by the truths which the 
understanding acknowledges and embraces as 
true. Otherwise this assent resembles . that 
which, according to James, ii. 19, we allow even 
to devils. Cf. James, i. 22; Luke, viii. 13; and 
Heb. iv. 2. 

It will be understood, of course, that this as- 
sent has different degrees, respecting which we 
shall say more hereafter, 

(c) Trust, or confidence. Knowledge and as- 
sent become, in respect to the divine promises 
given to Christians, confidence—i. e., a firm con- 
viction that the promises given by God will 
surely be fulfilled. Morus, p. 202, n. 2, justly 
says, “that to the assent of the understanding 
there must be added a ¢rust in that grace (of 
God) by which one conducts himself con forine 
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ably to this gracious promise.” All the three 
parts, therefore, of which faith consists, are 
comprised in that faith which relates to the 
jivine promises; while, from the very nature 
of the case, only knowledge and assent belong 
to the faith relating to events, doctrines, and 
commands. Here, on the contrary, from the 
very nature of the subject, all the three parts 
must consist together. This state of mind in 
Christians is called in the New Testament 
MerolSyors, rapinoia, éArris, x. 7.2. Ephes. iii. 
12; Heb. iii. 6; 1 John, ii. 28. 

Note.—On the method pursued by Jesus and the 
apostles in teaching the doctrines of faith. They 
do not confine themselves merely to enlighten- 
ing the understanding (dcSdoxeev), but, in con- 
nexion with this, they would always have an 
appeal made to the heart, (wapaxanctv.) So 
2 Tim. iv. 2; 1 Tim. iv. 13; 2 Cor. v. 20, &c. 
They always employ the effect produced in the 
understanding by truth, to move and excite the 
affections of their hearers or readers. Thus their 
instruction is always perfectly practical. The 
beginning must indeed be always made by in- 
forming the understanding. For how can aman 
believe or perform anything with which he is un- 
acquainted? Vide Rom. x.14. But the Chris- 
tian teacher who is content, as is often the case, 
with giving lifeless instruction to the understand- 
‘ng, and who supposes that the approval of the 
affections will follow of course, betrays great 
ignorance of human nature. For experience 
proves that the state of the heart exerts a great 
influence on the attention paid to truth, and on 
the whole activity of the understanding. Ifthe 
heart is wanting in love for the truth, the under- 
standing will be very slow in coming to a clear 
knowledge, just discernment, and proper esti- 
mation of it, and the reverse. According to the 
method of Christ and his apostles, therefore, 
which is adapted to the very nature of the human 
soul, the teacher who labours to promote the con- 
viction and conversion of men, must begin at 
the very outset by inculeating the most clear, 
practical truths, in order that the heart may first 
become favourably disposed to the truth, and 
that the understanding may thus become more 
susceptible of what is taught. He must then 
employ again the truths which he has thus com- 
municated to excite and move the affections. 
And whatever knowledge is conveyed to the 
mind should always be so directed by the Chris- 
tian teacher as to excite and move the affections. 


SECTION CXXIII. 


OF THE DIFFERENT OBJECTS OF CHRISTIAN DOC- 
TRINE TO WHICH FAITH REFERS; AND THE 
RELATION OF FAITH TO THE SAME. 


Tuese different objects were enumerated, s. 
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122, II. 2, and will now be separately consi- 
dered. 

The truths of the Christian religion which 
faith embraces may be reduced to the following 
classes :-— 


I. Doctrines, and Historical Facts. 


Historical facts are here classed with doctrines 
because the Christian religion is founded on 
facts; such, for example, as that Christ died, 
rose again, &c. The firm conviction that these 
doctrines or events are true is called, with re- 
gard to the former, fides dogmatica, with regard 
to the latter, fides historica, (in the more limited 
sense.) For examples of the former kind, vide 
Heb. xi. 2, seq.; of the latter kind, Rom. x. 9, 
10; John, xx. 29; 1 Cor. xv. 3. The apostles 
always placed the doctrines of Christianity in 
the most intimate connexion with the person 
and whole history of Christ, and in this way 
gave general truths, such as the paternal love 
of God, and his readiness to forgive, the author- 
ity of positive Christian doctrines. Vide Art. 
x. Christ and the apostles teach no Christianity 
independent of the person and history of Jesus 
Christ. Their whole system is founded on the 
fact that Christ is the great Messenger promised 
by God, and that life everlasting may be ob- 
tained through faith in him; and to these truths 
they constantly refer; John, xx. 31. To extend 
and perpetuate the knowledge of these facts all 
the gospels were written, and all the apostles 
laboured in their oral and written instructions. 
As soon as the doctrines, laws, and promises of 
Christianity are separated from the history of 
Christ, they lose that posztive sanction which 
they must have in order to answer the demands 
of the great mass of mankind. The apostles 
therefore always built their instructions on the 
history of Christ. Cf. 1 Cor. xv. 2, 3, 14. And 
the teacher who regards the directions and ex- 
ample of Christ and of the early Christian 
teachers, and who is convinced of the import- 
ance of these peculiar doctrines of Christian- 
ity, will follow their example in this respect, 
that instead of withholding these doctrines from 
the youth whom he is called to instruct, he will 
place them before their minds in a manner 
adapted to their comprehensions. And he must 
disapprove the course of some who confine their 
instructions to the truths of natural religion. 
But even supposing that the teacher should 
doubt in his own mind respecting the import- 
ance of these peculiar Christian doctrines, he 
ought to know, from the mere prineiples of hu- 
man nature, that the dry exhibition of the truths 
of reason, without the vehicle of history, is ill 
adapted for the instruction of the common people 
and of the young. He ought to know, too, that 
there is no history which can be used to more 
advantage for the purpose of rendering the great 
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trutas of religion evident, impressive, and prac- 
tical, than the history of Christ. In neglecting 
this method, or objecting to it, he has considered 
only one side of the subject, and while he sup- 
poses he is proceeding very philosophically, his 
conduct is, in fact, exceedingly otherwise. 
Happy the teacher who knows from his own 
experience the salutary efficacy of the positive 
doctrines of Christianity! Supposing him, 
however, not to have this experience, he ought, 
for the reasons above given, to adopt this most 
reasonable method of instruction. Cf. Miiller, 
Vom christlichen Religionsunterrichte ; Winter- 
thur, 1809, 8vo. 

But in order that the general doctrines of 
Christianity may exert an influence on any one’s 
feelings and dispositions, he must exercise the 
assensio specialis (s. 122, II.)—i. e., he must be 
convinced of the applicability of these doctrines 
to himself; he must appropriate and apply them 
to himself; he must feel, for example, that Christ 
died not only for all men, but also for him. For 
our confidence in the divine promises given 
through Christ and on his account must depend 
on our conviction that they relate personally to 
ourselves, that they are given to us. To pro- 
duce this conviction should be the great object 
of the teacher. For religion should not be so 
much the concern of the head as the interest of 
the heart. 


II. The Divine Promises. 


The divine promises constitute a very import- 
ant part of the Christian doctrine. The faith in 
them which is required of us as Christians has 
not so much respect to the promises of temporal 
good as to those of spiritual and eternal good 
which we may obtain through Christ and on 
his account. ; 

The following particulars may be noticed with 
respect to this faith—viz., 

(1) True faith in the divine promises consists 
ina confident and undoubting hope that God will 
fulfil them, and will actually bestow upon us the 
good which he has promised. All the three 
parts of which faith consists (knowledge, as- 
sent, and confidence, Rom. iv. 16) belong to 
this kind, s. 122. Paul illustrates the nature 
of this kind of faith by the example of Abraham, 
Rom. iv. 20; Gal. iii, 8, 16. Abraham had 
great promises made to him (éxayyeacac), the 
fulfilment of which, at the time they were given, 
was quite improbable; and yet he maintained a 
firm faith. We may mention here the examples 
of the faith of the Israelites, John, iii. 14, coll. 
Num. xxi., and Heb. iv. 1. In the last-cited 
passage, faith in Christian promises is not, in- 
deed, the particular subject of discourse. But 
all which is true of faith in other promises of 
divine favours is also true of faith in Christian 
promises. The only difference in the two eases 
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is the difference of the objects upon which faith 
fixes. The signs and characteristics of it are 
the same. Vide Heb. xi. 1, (s. 122, ad finem.) 
Hence Paul calls all who believe in the divine 
promises (ot éx svorews,) Abraham's children— 
i. e., like him, and capable of a similar reward. 

(2) The promises given to Christians, as 
such, have all reference to Christ; Morus, p. 
203,s.7. They are placed in the most intimate 
connexion with his person and history. Christ 
is therefore always described as the ground of 
our faith, (fundamentum fidet.) We are taught 
everywhere that Christ died for us, that on his 
account God rerits the punishment of sin, and 
bestows upon us everlasting happiness. It is in 
these divine promises that we are required to be- 
lieve—i. e., we must be persuaded that God will 
fulfil them for us. Vide Rom. iii. 15; viii. 12, 
17; iv.24. Theologians call this kind of faith, 
or this firm conviction that God will perform his 
promises to ws, and for Christ’s sake be gracious 
to us, the application or laying hold (apprehen- 
sionem) of the merits of Christ. Both the theory 
itself and this term rest upon the aathority of 
the New Testament, although the term zapa- 
aausavery Xpeorov in Col. ii. 6, signifies, to be 
informed respecting Christ and his religion, to 
hear Christian doctrines. This idea is com- 
monly denoted by the terms, musrevew 7@ Aoy@ 
TOV GTaVpPOD, ELS DYwSévra, x. 7.2% Wide Morus, 
p- 203, n.1. But in John, i. 12, the term rap~ 
Bavery Xpeoroy is used to denote this se/f-apply- 
ing faith, for it is directly explained by the term 
TLOT EVE» 

(3) The result of this confident faith in the di- 
vine promises is the possession or enjoyment of 
the promised good, or the reward. God is not 
only able to perform his promises; he is likewise 
true and infallible. Buthe never makes promises 
to men on the ground of their desert, for they 
have none; but all his promises are undeserved. 
He gives them, indeed,<on condition of faith 
(Sua wiorews), Rom. iv. 4, 16; but yet dapedy 
and xaca yapw, and not as dgccajua. This 
truth is thus expressed in the same connexion 
(ver. 3); a man’s observing the divine law can 
not be imputed to him as a merit, but faith 
only royieras eis Stxaooivny. Cf. Gen. xv. 6. 
For obedience to the div‘ue law is what we owe. 
Nor can we find anywhexe, even in the greatest 
saint, an obedience so perfect as to satisfy con- 
science. Now since Christians are to have 
good bestowed upon them through Christ, and 
on account of faith in the divine promises, and 
since this good is commenced in the removal of 
punishment, or the forgiveness of sin ( justifi- 
cation, pardon), this faith is called justifying 
(justificam); as Paul says, in the passage cited, 
Sixarovpevot Sapedw Sua rys nvotews. Paul illus- 
trates this by the example of Abraham. His 
faith in the divine promiseg was impute to hing 
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by God as a merit—1. e., he was rewarded on 
account of his faith. he promises made to 
him of a favoured posterity and the possession 
of Canaan were fulfilled to him as a reward. 
In Heb. xi. 31, Paul illustrates this by the ex- 
ample of Rahab. Her faith (a firm conviction 
that the God of the Israelites is omnipotent, and 
would fulfil his promises to the Israelites, and 
give them the land of Canaan) was the occasion 
of her being pardoned, and not perishing with 
the rest.of the Canaanites, od ovvandaeto Tous 
dxevS7oast, or, as James says (ii. 25), srxauddy. 
In this case, indeed, the object of faith is differ- 
ent from the object of Christian faith. But the 
result (reward) is the same; and the character- 
istics of it are the same. In the case of Rahab, 
the good bestowed was earthly and temporal; 
in the other, spiritual and eternal. 


Ill. The Divine Laws or Precepts. 


Since fo believe, in the large sense, is the same 
as to receive and obey the Christian doctrine in 
allits parts; its laws and rules of action must 
be as perfectly acknowledged and received as its 
promises. 

(1) Statement of the doctrine of the New Tes- 
tament on this subject. One who believes the 
divine promises receives the good promised on 
account of his faith; but it is not optional with 
hirn to receive this part only of the Christian 
doctrine, and to refuse obedience to the laws 
which it prescribes. No one can say, J will 
hold fast to the promises, and leave the observance 
of the law to others. These two things cannot 
be separated; and they are both implied in de- 
lieving in Christ, or the gospel. Christ and the 
apostles everywhere teach that the observance 
of the precepts of Christianity, or holiness, can- 
not be separated from faith in Christ. Obedi- 
ence is the fruit of faith. Matt. vii. 21, «He 
only who does the will of my Father can enter 
into the kingdom of heaven.’’ John, xv. 14; 
Luke, vi. 46—49; 1 John, ii. 3—6, which is 
the most decisive text. Paul expresses himself 
in the same manner on this subject, Gal. v. 6; 
Ephes. iv. 22, and here certainly he does not 
contradict James. The latter is very explicit on 
this subject, especially in the second chapter of 
his epistle, where he remonstrates against the 
perversions of the doctrine of faith, as if a mere 
knowledge and cold assent to the truth, a dead 
faith in Christ, disconnected with the practice 
of holiness, could be sufficient. 

This disposition of the Christian to live in 
entire conformity with the precepts of the Chris- 
tian doctrine is called gpovnua nvevuaros, Ro- 
mans, vii. 6, 7, 18—i. e., the renewed temper 
produced by God, by means of Christianity, 
the holiness, love, and zeal for virtue produced 
in the Christian by the Holy Spirit. It is op- 
posed to gpdrqua capxds—i. e., the disposition to 
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live according to sinful propeasities. This dis- 
position is everywhere ascribed to God, or to 
jthe Holy Spirit, as the author of Christianity, 
the guide of the pious, and the promoter of all 
Christian perfection. In Romans, viii. 1, this 
state is described by the phrase mepenarety xarc 
mvevua, and in ver. 9, by mveiwa Xprorov, a 
Christian state of mind, a disposition like that 
of Christ, and for which we are indebted to his 
assistance and instructions. In 1 John, iii. 24, 
the same term is used. In Gal. v. 22, the term 
xap7tos mvetuaros is used, denoting Christian 
virtues, actions proceeding from a heart renewed 
by the Holy Spirit, through the infiuence of 
Christianity. In Rom. vi. 6, &c., this charac- 
ter is called, metaphorically, xocvds dyvSpertos, 
and the renunciation of the previous love and 
habit of sinning is called pezavoa, the putting 
off of the old man, &c., which will be further 
considered hereafter.’ Faith in the divine pro- 
mises, thus connected with obedience to Chris- 
tian precepts, or holiness, is called living, or 
active faith, viva, actuosa, operosa, practica. Paul 
himself speaks of a faith (80 dyaztns) EvEpyovmern, 
Gal. v. 6. 

(2) On the use of the words Law and GosPrL, 
tn the Bible and in theology, and inferences from 
it. Morus treats this subject as an Appendix 
to c. 3, p. 238—244. 

(a) When the words vouos and ypaumo are 
used in the New Testament in opposition to 
evoyyérvoy and wvevuo, the former do not mean 
precepts respecting the conduct of men in gene- 
ral; nor the latter merely the promises (éxayye- 
avac) given to Christians. But youos and ypaupo 
frequently denote the AMusaie law, or the whole 
Old-Testament institute and religion; edayyé- 
dwov, xvevua, and other similar terms, the whole 
Christian doctrine, its commands as well as its 
promises. Thus, e. g., the sermon on the Mount, 
Matt, v., is purely evangelical, even in the pre- 
cepts respecting conduct which it contains; 
John, i. 17; Rom. viii. 2; 2 Cor. ili. 6; iv. 6, 
seq.; Morus, p. 240, s. 4. 

This will help us to explain many of the texts 
in which the apostles speak of the great advan- 
tages which the guspel has over the Jaw’; where 
they say the law was imperfect, was not design- 
ed for all men in all ages, is not obligatory on 
Christians, and is supplanted by Christianity. 
Much like this is found in Rom. iii., iv., vil., 
viii,, and Gal. iii. 

But the schoolmen, and many theologians 
who followed them, did not distinguish accu- 
rately between the various senses of the words 
yowos and etayyéavoy in the New Testament. 
And notwithstanding it is clearly asserted that 
the whole Mosaic institute, as such, is super- 
seded by Christianity (vide s. 118, H1.), yet 
many held the opinion that the law given on 
Mount Sinai was designed, as far as its moral 
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part is concerned, for the whole world, and is 
obligatory at all times, even on the ground of 
its having been there given. They understand 
the Christian law and the law of Moses to be sy- 
nonymous, and believe that the Mosaic law, as 
such, (the ceremonial part only excepted,) is 
obligatory upon Christians. On the other hand, 
they always understand etayyéavov, according 
to its etymology (joyful news), to mean, not 
the whole Christian doctrine, but only that part 
of it which contains the promises. 

This departure from the scriptural usage gave 
occasion to adopt the division into Jaw and gos- 
pelin the theological sense. Such, then, is the 
state of the case. Gospel, in the wider sense, 
is the whole Christian doctrine, as composed 
both of precept and promise. This is the most 
zommon sense in the New Testament. In the 
narrower sense, it is the promises of the Chris- 
tian doctrine, especially those of pardon through 
Christ. In this sense it sometimes occurs in 
the New Testament; Rom. x. 16, coll. ver. 
3—15; Rom. i. 16, 17; iii. 21; Acts, xiii. 32; 
Xx, 24,\edayyéavov xaperos @zov, 1 Cor. ix. 23. 
In this sense theologians have always used it. 
Law generally signifies in the New Testament 
the Mosaic law; but sometimes the precepts of 
God and of Christ, Gal. vi. 2, &c. 

(b) By law and gospel, as used in theology, 
the whole sum of the doctrine of salvation is 
meant. By the Jaw is understood the sum of 
all the divine precepts given to man in the Old 
and New Testament; or, the whole moral law ; 
Morus, p. 238, seq., s. 2. From this we learn 
what God has commanded and forbidden, and 
of course what sin is. By gospel is understood 
all the promises relating to the salvation of man 
through Christ, whether contained in the Old 
or New Testament. These assure men of grace 
and forgiveness, and thus comfort and encour- 
age the sinner; this is what is more properly 
called evayyéroy yaperos. 

This definite theological use, which is not in 
itself unscriptural, was common before the Re- 
formation in the Romish church, and was em- 
ployed by the schoolmen in their systems. Be- 
cause the decalogue contains moral precepts, and 
is called, by way of eminence, Jaw, and be- 
Cause voMos Occurs sometimes in this sense in 
the New Testament, they called all moral pre- 
cepts the Jaw; and because edoyyérvoy Signifies, 
etymologically, a joyful message, and occurs 
sometimes in this sense in the New Testament, 
they called all the promises of God, inasmuch as 
they are of a joyful nature, gospel. This was 
proper in itself. The fault lay in their regard- 
ing this as the only scriptural use, and accord- 
ingly endeavouring to adapt it to all the pas- 
sages in which Jaw and gospel occur. Luther 
and Melancthon, and also the Swiss reformers, 
retained the established usage of these terms, 
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and from them it has been adopted by other “he- 
ologians of the protestant church into their sys- 
tems. ‘The Arminians, in the seventeenth cen- 
tury, made the first attempt to shew, some of 
them, that this is not to be found in the Bible, 
and others, more justly, that it is not the only 
scriptural use. They taught that the gospel 
comprehends laws as well as promises, and 
that one as well as the other must be comprised 
in faith in Jesus Christ. But the old division 
was for a long time retained by protestant theo- 
logians, even in their homiletical and cateche- 
tical instructions; nor was there anything ob- 
jectionable in this. Although this use of these 
words is not the only, nor even the common 
scriptural usage, yet there is good reason for 
this distinction (Morus, p. 240, s. 4), if it is 
only properly explained. The truth which is 
designated by it cannot and ought not to be 
passed over. For it is plain that rules for con- 
duct and promises of blessing are of altogether 
a different nature, have diferent ends, and pro- 
duce different effects, and that both therefore 
must have different predicates. The Christian 
doctrine contains both. From the nature of the 
human soul, promises of a great good awaken 
pleasure in the mind, and incite to willing effort 
to do everything which can secure the enjoy- 
mont of this good. But this very nature of the 
soul makes rules for feeling and conduct neces- 
sary. Precepts and promises must be most in- 
timately connected. And the promises must be 
made to serve aS a spring and motive to obey 
the divine commands. This obedience is an 
indispensable condition, and unless it is fulfilled 
the promised good cannot be bestowed. This 
is the doctrine of the New Testament. The 
Christian teacher must therefore make use of 
the law, in order to promote the knowledge of 
sin, and repentance, and to shew the unhappy 
consequences which, according to the Christian 
doctrine, result from sin both in this life and 
the life to come; and that he may employ for 
this purpose everything, as well in the Old as 
in the New Testament, which bears on this 
subject. Vide Morus, p. 242, s. 7. 

Note.—The passages, Rom. iii. and Gal. iii. 
and iv., relating to the law and its abolition, 
have been misunderstood in two different ways, 
which should be carefully guarded against. 

(a) Some have taught that believers have no- 
thing to do with the law, since Christ has ful- 
filled it for them ; and they appeal to these pas- 
sages. They would embrace only one part of 
the gospel—its promises, and would gladly be 
relieved of the other, and thus overthrow all 
morality. Such were the doctrines of many of 
the fanatics at the time of the Reformation and 
afterwards. Morus, p. 241, s. 6. The same 
thing was charged upon Agricola in the six- 
teenth century, and his followers, the Antino- 
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mians. Hence the fifth and sixth articles were 
introduced into the Form of Concord. 

(5) Others have supposed that the Mosaic 
oeremonial, or civil law exclusively, is intended 
in those passages where it is said that man de- 
serves nothing of God by observing the law— 
é. g., Rom, iii. and Gal. iii, and iv. They 
maintained, accordingly, that although the fa- 
vour of God could not be conciliated by obe- 
dience to the ceremonial law, it might be by the 
observance of the moral law. Thus the Soci- 
nians and many others. But Paul knows nothing 
of such a distinction, and what he says, he says 
of the whole Mosaic law, moral as well as 
ritual. ‘The observance of the one is as little 
meritorious as of the other; and what is true of 
the moral law of Moses is true,-according to 
his express declaration in these passages, of the 
whole moral law, whether learned from nature 
or from the Christian doctrine. Vide Progr. in 
Rom. vii. et viii., in “* Scripta varii argumenti,”’ 
Num. xii. The following is the doctrine of the 
apostles:—Obedience to the divine law is not 
the ground, or the procuring-cause, of our for- 
giveness and salvation. (And happy is it for 
men that it is not; for were it so, no man of an 
enlightened and tender conscience could ever be 
sure of salvation.) Faith in Christ who died for 
us is the only ground of our acceptance. Still 
obedience to the divine law is an indispensable 
duty in connexion with this faith; indeed, it is 
practicable and easy only while this faith exists. 
The strict requirements of the moral law cause 
us to see clearly how deficient and imperfect 
we are, since while we allow that the law re- 
quires only what is right, we are yet unable to 
wonform to it. They also excite in us a deep 
feeling of our need of a different dispensa- 
tion, coming in aid of our imperfection. And 
by seeing our need, we become disposed to em- 
brace the provisions for salvation which God 
offers. ‘Thus the law leads us to Christ, Rom. 
iii., vi., vii., and the Epistle to the Galatians. 


SECTION CXXIV. 


OF THE CONNEXION OF 
FAITH IS COMPOSED; 


THE PARTS OF WHICH 
THE CHARACTERISTICS 


AND DEGREES OF FAITH; AND THE CONDITIONS. 


ON WHICH IT IS SAVING. 


L. The relation in which the parts belonging to Faith 
stand to each other. 


Here the following cautions should be ob- 
served—viz., 

(1) We should not separate one part of faith 
from another, or insist more upon one than an- 
other, or imagine that the different parts may 
exist at different times. This mistake has been 
made by some with respect to the promises, 
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(gospel,) and the rules of conduct, (law.) 
Some insist wholly or disproportionately on 
the latter, and thus alarm one who is just be- 
ginning a religious life, and who feels himself 
to be still weak. This is the fault of those who 
preach only the law or morality, who are always 
telling men (though they generally know it 
sufficiently without being told) what they ought 
to be, without shewing them the proper means 
of becoming so, and how they may acquire the 
requisite power. Others dwell entirely on the 
promises, and neglect the law, instead of deriv- 
ing from the promises the motives and power 
to obey the law, as the Bible does, 1 John, iv. 
10, 19; iii. 3; Gal. ii. 20. Vides. 123, ad finem. 
At the present day, the former mistake is the 
more common one, and therefore needs to be 
guarded against more carefully than the other. 

(2) We should not consider the manner in 
which faith arises in man, and in which one 
part of it follows another, to be uniformly the 
same in all cases; nor should we prescribe the 
same order and succession as essential to all. 
The physical and moral constitution of men is 
so different, and the circumstances under which 
they begin to amend their lives are so unlike, 
that the same form and method cannot possibly 
be prescribed to all. ‘Phe neglect of proper at- 
tention to this difference among men gives easy 
oceasion to uncharitable judgments, to hypo- 
crisy, anxiety, and scrupulous doubts. 

The common representation is that which 
Melancthon has given in his ‘« Loci Theologici.” 
Reformation is commenced by means of the 
law, which convinces man of his sins. Then 
follows the distressing sense of the merited di- 
vine displeasure, and the desire of obtaining 
pardon. Here the gospel comes in for man’s 
relief, and imparts comfort and consolation. 
Hence arise faith, and the fruits of it; and from 
faith, forgiveness of sin and the assurance that 
it is remitted. 

In this way does the moral change in men 
frequently, but not always, take place. The 
order is not important, provided all the essen- 
tial parts of faith are exhibited. Faith can no 
more be wrought in all Christians in the same 
manner than the sciences and arts can be learned 
by all in the same manner. With one, the ter- 
rors of the divine threatenings and punishments 
must be used in the first instance; with am 
other, of a more mild and gentle disposition, 
the infinite love of God and his promises must 
be used. ‘Though beginning in different ways 
both may come to the same result. When we 
compare the accounts of conversions reccrded 
in the Old and New Testament, we observe this 
very difference. ‘They all exhibit the great es- 
sential of faith; but the manner in which they 
came to the possession of it is different. Books 
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containing accounts of the conversion of parti- 
cular men are very useful; but we should be- 
ware of making the experiences of individuals 
and the way in which they may have been led 
to faith a rule for all. Vide Toellner, Theolo- 
gische Untersuchungen, st. i. ii, 

Notc.—Neander has illustrated this import- 
ant point very fully in his « Denkwiirdigkeiten,”’ 
and also in his «* Gelegenheitsschriften.”” The 
F'fth Article in the latter collection of Trea- 
tises, entitled, “The Manifold Ways of the Lord 
in the Work of Conversion,” is worthy of the 
careful study of all engaged in promoting reli- 
gion in the world. It is a deep saying of Ori- 
gen, that what Paul said of his becoming all 
things to all men, that he might gain some, is 
applicable in a far higher sense to the Saviour 
himself, in the methods he employed while on 
the earth, and still employs in heaven, to bring 
men to saving faith.—Tr. ] 


IL. Signs by which we can discover the Existence 
of true Faith. 


To every Christian it is of the first import- 
ance to know whether he possesses true faith, 
_that he may be sure of his being accepted by 
God. These signs may be reduced to two 
classes, which correspond with the instructions 
of the New Testament. 

(1) Christian dispositions. These are called 
in the New Testament gpovyua mvetuatos, oF 
avevua, Wide s. 123. Rom. vill. 14, 16, 
«‘ The renewed Christian temper (xvedua) pro- 
duced in us by God, by means of Christianity, 
affords us inwardly the surest proof (ovumap- 
zupev) that we are the children of God,” that we 
resemble him, that we love him, and that he 
toves us a father loves his children. Eph. i. 
13, 14, «* Ye are sealed by the Holy Spirit— 
1. e., the Christian disposition, for which you 
are indebted to God, is a sure proof to you that 
God loves you and will bless you; itis a pledge 
(435a34y) to you of future reward.’’ Thus, too, 
1 John, iii. 24, “By the spirit (that renewed 
temper for which we are indebted to Christ and 
the Holy Spirit) we know that we are true 
Christians, and beloved by God.” The Chris- 
tian may therefore be sure that he has faith 
when he is conscious of hatred to sin, sincere 
love to God and Christ, to the good and pious, 
and of a constant effort to increase in holiness 
or moral perfection. 

(2) But these dispositions must be exhibited 
in the external conduct, by actions which flow 
froin grateful love to God and Christ, and from 
other religious motives, (xapwot mvsiuaros.) 
These, therefore, are infallible signs of faith, 
Vide 1 John, ii. 29; iii. 7, seq. Christ said, 
Matthew, vii. 16, “By their fruits ye shall 
know them.” Entire reliance cannot be placed 
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upon evidences drawn from mere internal feel 
ing. One may easily deceive himself with re. 
gard to his own feelings; and if a certain de 
gree of feeling is insisted upon as necessary, 
those who do not come up to this standard, 
while yet they may have faith, will be easily 
led into mistake, and involved in doubt and dis- 
tress. Nor can we properly demand that every 
one should give the time and hour when he be 
gan to believe; for faith is not always instanta 
neous, but, from the very nature of the human 
soul, is sometimes gradual. Vide Spalding, 
Vom Werth der Gefiihle. 

Note.—The common theological phrase, in- 
ternum testimonium Spiritus Sancti, is derived 
from Rom. viii. 16. (The passage, 1 John, v. 
6, 8, does not relate to this point.) 

(1) This passage treats directly of the inward 
conviction which Christians obtain of their be- 
ing forgiven by God, from the new disposition 
which he has produced in them by means of 
Christianity. By this they are sure (a) that 
they are now free from the divine punishments, 
which. they had reason to fear while they con- 
tinued unrenewed and followed their sinful de- 
sires ; and also (6) that they have a share in all 
the rights and privileges of believers, and shall be 
partakers of the promised blessedness in future. 

2) But under this phrase theologians include 
the internal conviction which Christians have of 
the divinity of the Christian doctrine. But this 
conviction arises only by way of inference. The 
Christian reasons thus:—Because more is ef- 
fected for the moral good of men by means of 
Christianity than by all other means, (as he can 
say from his own experience,) it follows that 
this doctrine is divine, or that we must believe 
what Christ and his apostles say when they 
declare it to be divine. John, vii. 17, «One 
may be sure from his own experience that what 
Christ affirmed is true, that he did not speak of 
himself,” &c. Cf. 1 Thess. ii. 13. This con- 
viction depends, therefore, on the experience of 
each individual Christian. He himself must 
have felt the efficacy of the Christian doctrine 
in his own heart. Hence this is called the ex 
perimental proof of the divinity of the Christian 
religion; and Christ himself insists upon it, 
John, vii. 16, 17; 1 Thess. ii. 13. Every true 
Christian must have this expertence ; but it can- 
not -be used to convince one who is nota true 
Christian, because he has never felt in himself 
the better influence of the Christian doctiine; 
still less ean this experience be brought in proof 
of the divinity of the books of the Bible. It only 
proves the divinity of the doctrine contained in 
them. Vide Less, in the Appendix to his 
‘* Wahrheit der christlichen Religion,” and 
Noesselt, Diss. de Sp. S. test.; Halle, 1766 
Cf. s. 7, II., ad finem 
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Ill. The different degrees of Faith: the spossi- 
bitity of losing Faith and of falling away. 


(1) The knowledge, intelligence, and whole 
mental state of men are very different, as well 
as their natural constitution, temperament, 
and faculties. Hence we infer that faith can- 
not have the same degree of perfection in all. 
We are not responsible, however, for the 
weakness and imperfection of faith any fur- 
ther than it is criminal ; a subject, the consi- 
deration of which belongs more properly to 
theological ethics. The Bible accordingly 
distinguishes between a weak, imperfect, in- 
cipient faith, and a strong, perfect, confirmed, 
and assured faith. It compares the state of 
one just beginning to exercise faith, to child- 
hood, and that of the more confirmed Chris- 
tian, to manhood. Vide Romans, iv. 19; 
2 Thess. i. 3; Ephes. iv. 13, 14; 1 Cor. iii. 1. 


(2) But no Christian can make pretensions 
to the highest possible degree of perfection in 
faith, although he should constantly strive 
after it. Great imperfections and innumera- 
ble defects always remain even in the best 
Christians, partly in respect to their know- 
ledge, partly, and indeed mostly, in respect 
to their practice of known duties. Vide Ps. 
xix. 13; Phil. ii. 12; James, iii. 2. This 
ought frequently to be noticed by the teacher, 
in order to humble the. pride of men, and to 
excite more zeal and effort in the pursuit of 
holiness, and more watchfulness against sin. 
This consideration leads us to say, 


(3) It is possible that even the best and 
most perfect Christian should lose his faith, 
and apostatize. The Bible clearly teaches 
that one may lose his faith, and therefore fail 
of the blessedness promised on condition of 
faith. Vide 1 Tim. 1. 19; vi. 21. Christ him- 
self mentions, (Luke, viii. 13,) the 2pooxacpous, 
who indeed possessed true faith, but did not 
remain steadfast. And for what purpose are 
the frequent exhortations to constancy in 
faith given in the holy scriptures, if there is 
no possibility of its being lost? Cf. Gal. 11. 2; 
Heb. vi. 4. seq. Still the way of recovery 
stands open even to the apostate while he 
lives; Luke, xxii. 32; Ps. li.2—19. Cf. 5.113. 
But from thervery principles of our nature it 
is plain that reformation and the recovery of 
faith must be more difficult the oftener one 
who had begun to walk in the way of holi- 
ness returns to unbelief and sin; 2 Pet. ii. 
90—22; 2 Timothy, ii. 26. 


Note 1—Many have held that true faith 
cannot be lost. Agaiust this ae the 
above paragraph is directed. (a) Some fana- 
tics have held that faith could not be lost or 
destroyed, even by living in sin and vice. So 
taught the Valentinians, according to Ire- 
nus; and more lately, the enthusiastic Ana- 
baptists, Munzer, &¢c., at the time of the 
Reformation. They are condemned in the 
thirteenth article of be Augsburg Confes- 
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sion. (b) The advocates of absolute decrees. 
also held that he who had once attained true 
faith could not lose it, because God could not 
alter the irreyocable decree he had once 
formed respecting his salvation. And as faith 
is made in the Bible an indispensable condi- 
tion of salvation, one predestined to salvation 
could not, in their view, lose faith. Cf. s. 32, 
ad finem. Augustine was the first who held 
this doctrine. He was followed in the fifth 
century by Prosper of Aquitania, and in the 
ninth century by Gottschalk, although the 
latter expressed himself doubtfully on this 
subject. Calvin and Beza, in the sixteenth 
century, adopted this doctrine, which, to- 
gether with the doctrine de decreto absoluto, 
was established by the Synod at Dordrecht, 
1618, as an article of faith, in opposition to 
the Arminians. 


[Note 2.—On the doctrine of the saints’ 
perseverance there has been much needless 
debate. ‘To prevent this, and to arrive ata 
just and satisfactory conclusion as to this 
doctrine, it is important to dismiss whatever 
does not properly belong to it, and to make 
the subject of inquiry as specific and simple 
as possible. 

First, then, it is no part of this question, 
whether it is in itself possible that believers 
should fall away; or whether they are liable, 
or exposed to this, or are i danger of final 
apostasy. The advocates of this doctrine may 
admit all this as really as its opponents. In- 
deed, it is often asserted by them (e. g. in 
the articles of the Synod of Dort) that be- 
lievers not only may, but if left to their own 
strength certainly will draw back to perdi- 
tion. 


Secondly. It is admitted on both sides that 
Christians are to be warned of their danger, 
after the example of the scriptures; and that 
this danger should be set hefore them as a 
means of awakening them from slumber, in- 
citing to duty and watchfulness, and making 
them faithful unto death. 


Thirdly. It is admitted also on both sides 
of this question that the belief in the doctrine 
of perseverance will probably have a bad in- 
fluence upon those who think themselves 
Christians when they are not, and even upon 
true Christians in a state of declension. 


Fourthly. All, too, will admit that many 
who appear for a time to have Christian faith, 
and belong to the visible church, do in fact 
apostatize. 


When these conceded points are dismissed 
from the question, what remains at issue be- 
tween the advocates and opponents of this doc- 
trine? Merely this, Whether God will actually 
preserve all true believers from final apostasy, and 
keep them through faith unto salvation? In ar- 
guing this point, nothing is necessary for the 
advocates of this doctrine but to prove from 

20 
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‘ecripture that God has purposed and promised 
to preserve all whom he has renewed by his 
Spirit. If this can be shewn, the warnings and 
exhortations contained in the scriptures, so far 
from being inconsistent with the promise and 
purpose of God, are the most suitable means of 
securing their fulfilment; since no motive tends 
so powerfully to keep Christians, as intelligent 
and moral agents, from apostasy, and to secure 
their perseverance, as the exhibition of their 
danger. 

As to the power of God to employ such means 
and exert such an influence on Christians, in 
perfect consistency with their moral agency, 
as shall hinder the hurtful tendencies of the 
world and their own hearts, and bring them to 
heaven, there can be no reasonable doubt. 

It may be proper to ask, in conclusion, whe- 
ther the.objections commonly urged against this 
doctrine do not derive their chief strength from 
misapprehension and mis-statement, and from 
a vague use of terms? Let the simple inquiry 
be made, whether believers will in fact fall 
away and perish; and let this question be an- 
swered in a purely scriptural manner, and the 
common objections will lose their force, and the 
doctrine of perseverance be acknowledged to be 
adapted to glorify God, and to comfort and ani- 
mate the pious.—TR. } 


IV. The Attributes essential to “Saving” Faith. 


(1) Constancy to the end of life, (perseveran- 
tia.) This is called by Paul trouovn; Heb. x. 
36, col]. iii. 14; 1 Cor. xv. 58. (In Matt. xxiv. 
13, the stbject is not salvation, but temporal 
deliverance.) 'This constancy must extend to 
all the parts which belong to faith. One must 
neither renounce the Christian doctrine in gene- 
ral, and apostatize from it, (Luke, viii. 13; 2 
Pet. ii. 20;) nor may he give up particular 
doctrines which are essential to the Christian 
system; 1 John, ii. 24. He must remain un- 
shaken in his reliance upon the divine promises ; 
Heb. vi. 12; Col. i. 23. He must avoid most 
cautiously all disobedience to the divine com- 
mands; 1 Timothy, i. 18, coll. Ezek. xviii. 26. 

(2) Growth and increase in faith, (incrementa 
Jidei.) (a) We must endeavour to extend and 
perfect our knowledge of Christian doctrines 
and duties; Heb. v. 12; vi. 1, seq.; Phil. i. 9, 
seq. (6) We must make constant advances in 
holiness, and in the practice of all Christians 
virtues. We must strive daily to be freed from 
our remaining faults, and to cherish and deepen 
our hatred to sin (penttentia quotidiana), 1 Pet. 
ii. 1,2. Holiness and the practice of Christian 
virtue must become habitual with us; 2 Cor. vii. 
1. The observation often made by theologians, 
that there is no pausing here, that we must 
either advance or recede in goodness, is true 
from the very nature of the human mind. 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


(3) The evidence of faith by good works. 

_A. The various meanings of the word pya 
in the holy scriptures. A careful examination 
of these would have prevented many mistakes 
and controversies. 

(a) *Epyov denotes an action, in the widest 
sense, whether morally good or bad—e. g., God 
rewards man according to his works, Romans, 
ii. 6, &c. Hence Zpyoy also signifies an em- 
ployment, business, office ; an office in the church, 
for example, as in 2 Tim. ii. 21, seq. 

(b) The phrase Zpya dya3a or xana, or ipya 
simply, frequently denotes particular actions 
which are conformed to the law of God, or 
Christian virtues, which God has promised to 
reward, in opposition to Guapriex OF Epya novnpa § 
Matt. v. 16; Rom. ii. 7; 1 Tim. v. 24, 25, &e. 
In this sense the word Zpya is used by James 
throughout the whole of the second chapter of 
his epistle. Cf. James, iii. 13. With James, 
then, good works are pious actions, such as are 
done with reference to God—i. e., such as flow 
from love to God and a spirit of obedience. 
Such aetions only are pronounced by the scrip- 
tures to be true virtues, because they flow from 
religious motives. They are Christian good 
works whenever they are done with a particular 
reference to Christ. 

But this term came to denote, in a narrower 
sense, particular works of love, such as alms, 
&c.; Acts, ix. 36; 1 Tim. vi. 18, &c. During 
the middle ages the Roman chureh made this 
particular sense the prominent one, and accord- 
ingly ascribed great merit to almsgiving, pre- 
sents to cloisters, churches, &c., 8.125. But such 
works are called good in the holy scriptures 
only so far as they are an active exhibition of 
love and obedience to God, and as they flow 
from religious motives. 

(c) Quite different from this is the meaning 
of the term %pya vouov, (Sometimes simply 
%pya,) When used by Paul in opposition to 
niotes, Rom. ii., iii., iv.; Gal. ii., ili., &c. Vide 
Progr. ‘De dispari formula docendi, qua Chris- 
tus, Paulus et Jacobus de fide, et factis disse- 
rentes usi sunt, item que de discrimine Zpyas 
vouov et tpyor ayador,’? (1803,) in «Ser. Var. 
Argum.” Num. xii. (Translated in the Bib. 
Repository, Jan. 1833.) Correspondent to this 
phrase is that in the writings of the Rabbins, 
dy a ovvyn, which denotes the fulfilment and 
observance of the divine law and of its particu- 
lar precepts, whether they are of a moral nature 
or not, and whether they are given by God 
through Christ, Moses, or by the law of nature. 
Vide s. 113, II., and s. 123, and fin. in the note. 

Paul allows, and frequently expressly de- 
clares, that whoever should perfectly obey this 
law, in whatever way made known to him, 
should actually /ive by it, or enjoy the blegsed- 
ness promised hy God as a reward, not becansa 
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he could demand this as something which he 
had earned, but because God had promised it. 
But no man, in his present condition, can boast 
of such an obedience as this, and therefore none 
can hope to be accepted with God and blessed 
on the ground of his obedience to the divine 
commands, (&& %pywr vouov.) Paul expresses 
himself very clearly on this point, Tit. iii. 5, 
coll. ver. 3; 2 Tim. i. 9; Ephes. ii. 8. The 
reason, therefore, why he excludes obedience 
to the divine commandments as a ground of our 
forgiveness, or why he holds that obedience is 
not the meritorious cause of forgiveness, is, that 
we do not in reality obey the divine law in such 
a manner as to enable us to rely on the divine 
promise above mentioned. And yet God has 
declared that he will shew mercy to us; this 
must therefore be done in some other way, and 
by some other ineans—namely, by faith. It is 
on this account that he excludes the tpya vouov, 
or our supposed obedience to the divine com- 
mandments, from faith in Christ, and from the 
forgiveness and salvation to be attained through 
faith, Rom. iii. 20, et passim. But as to %pyo 
wyaSa—i. e., the virtues performed from love to 
Christ, Paul would no more exclude them than 
Christ and James did. On the contrary, he 
derives them, as they did, from faith, and in- 
sists strenuously upon them, and in the very 
passages in which he denies merit to %ya 
vowov—e. g., Rom. ii. 7—10; Ephes. ii. 10, 
seq. Cf. s. 108, 123, ad finem. 

Paul and James are therefore agreed in fact. 
And there is no difference in the meaning of the 
words mores and dtxarovcSax as used by them, 
but solely in the use of the word Zpya. Paul 
speaks of the foolish mistake, by which one 
would obtain life and salvation from God by his 
supposed fulfilment of the divine law, while in 
reality he does not keep the law. James speaks 
of the pious, unpretending exercise of virtue, 
which is the first fruit and the evidence of faith, 
and “therefore rewarded by God. Paul and 
James, as well as Christ, disapprove of the for- 
mer, while both of them, as well as Christ, re- 
quire the latter, with gveat seriousness and ear- 
nestness. 

B. What Christ and the apostles teach as to 
shewing faith by good works. They are all 
agreed in saying that an indolent anc inactive 
faith (vexpd, James, ii.) is of no advantage, and 
is entirely contrary to its object. For faith is 
designed wholly for active life, and must be 
manifested and proved, so often as there is op- 
portunity, by the practice of holiness. This is 
what James so well insists upon in the second 
chapter of his epistle. His doctrine is, that 
every Christian must possess faith in God, (the 
knowledge of God, and that trast in him result- 
ing from this knowledge;) but that this faith 
must be exhibited in works, (fruzts, chap. iii.) | 


435 


What good does it do for one to say, I know 
and honour God, and confide in him, if he does 
not prove this by his pious actions? If Abra- 
ham had professed faith with his mouth, but 
had not obeyed when God commanded him to 
offer up Isaac, would that have pleased God? 
No! He did not receive the divine approbation 
and blessing until he proved in fact that he had 
right conceptions of God, and that he placed 
unlimited confidence in him. In the same way 
Christ shews that man must be known by his 
works, (xapzov,) and prove by them that he 
truly fears God, Matt. vii. 16—24; John, xiv. 
15; xv. 14. And Paul, too, teaches that God 
will reward men for the uniform practice of vir- 
tue, (dxouern %pyov ayaSov,) Rom. ii. 7, and 
that, while Christians are indebted for their sal- 
vation to the mere grace of God, and not their 
own works, they are yet placed by the divine 
commands under obligation to practise these 
tpya ayasa, Ephes. ii. 8—10. Thus he calls 
the virtues xapzovs avevuaros, (the fruits of a 
heart renovated by the influence of the gospel,) 
Gal. v. 22,25. In Rom. viii. 1, 13, he says, 
that one is not a Christian who has not mvevno 
Xpotov. Vide other passages in Morus, p. 212, 
Note. 

The uniform doctrine of the holy scriptures 
is therefore briefly this:—* Faith is the condi- 
tion of salvation. (Hence so high a value is 
placed upon it, from the beginning to the end 
of the scriptures.) But this faith cannot exist 
unless the heart is truly renewed and made 
holy; and this inward renewal is evidenced by 
good actions or works. Now this faith, and 
the holiness inseparably connected with it, and 
and the exhibition of it by good works, is re- 
warded by God. This faith and what is con- 
nected with it is therefore the condition of sal- 
vation (conditio salutis,) but not the meritorious 
cause, (causa meritoria ;) for salvation is an wn- 
merited favour. Vide Romans, iii. 24, 25; vi. 
22, seq. Cf. s. 125. 


SECTION CXXV. 


OF THE NATURE OF CHRISTIAN GOOD WORKS OR 
VIRTUES; THE RELATION IN WHICH THEY 
STAND TO SALVATION; AND THEIR MERITORI+ 
OUSNESS. 


I. The true nature of Christian geod works. 


Tueir worth or capability of being rewarded 
(not their mertf) consists partly in their con- 
formity to the rules of conduct which God has 
given to Christians, (materiale actionis,) James, 
ii. 11, and partly in the end to which they are 
directed, and the motive by which they are per- 
formed, (formale.) An action, therefore, ts not 
a good work, although it may be right and law- 
ful in itself, when it results from impure and 
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unworthy mo.ives, such as vanity, ambition, the 
gratification of inclination, &c. The Christian 
performs good works only when he acts from 
thankful love to God and Christ, and in uncon- 
ditional obedience to their requirements; in 
short, from motives drawn from the Christian 
teligion, Romans, xii. 2; 2 Cor. v. 15; Phil. i. 
11; John, xiv. 15, 21, and almost the whole of 
the first epistle of John. 

We can here distinguish three cases—viz., 

‘1) In acting, the Christian may be con- 
scious of this motive, and act solely on account 
of it. 

(2) But it is neither possible, nor requisite, 
that he should at all times, and in every action, 
be distinetly conscious of this motive. For one 
acquires, from long exercise in virtue as well as 
in vice, a habit of action. And since this habit 
presupposes a high degree of perfection, the 
value of actions performed under the force of 
this principle is not less, but often greater; for 
they imply a prevailing feeling of piety and love 
to God. 

(3) Filial obedience to God, or religious mo- 
tives, are not always the single and only motives 
to good actions, even in Christians. Their own 
advantage, reward, fear of punishment, the main- 
tenance of a good reputation, &c., influence them 
to action. These motives, in themselves, should 
not be entirely banished, as some rigorous mo- 
ralists, who are ignorant of human nature, would 
do. For God makes use of these very means to 
hold men to the observance of his laws. They 
may therefore be used by us asassistances. But 
it is clear that an action which results from such 
motives merely, cannot be called a pious Chris- 
tian action, or a good work, although in itself it 
may be useful, commendable, and even accept- 
able to God. Vide Rom. ii. 14, 26,27; Acts, x. 
4, 34,35. The teacher, therefore, should beware, 
in Christian education, of drawing the prinicipal 
motive from ambition and selfishness; for these 
principles will exclude every good and religious 
feeling, and introduce manifold evil into the 
youthful heart. 

In Christian good works, therefore, every- 
thing depends upon the state of mind, the dis- 
position (xvevua, Gal. v. 22) with which they 
are performed. That man only is capable of 
good works (in the Christian sense) who has 
a pure and prevailing love to God and Christ, 
and whose principle it is to practise all known 
good and to avoid all known evil, because such 
is the will of God and of Christ. God and 
Christ estimate the worth of an action, therefore, 
not according to the external appearance, upon 
which men look, but according to the disposition 
of the heart, which men do not see, Hence an ac- 
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of God it is commendable and of great price 
Such was the act of Mary in anointing Jesus, 
which his disciples blamed, Mark, xiv. Christ, 
however, called it a good work, because it waa 
a pious deed—i. e., because it resulted from sin- 
cere and grateful love to him; and such actions 
only are, in his judgment, good works. Vide 
TOllner, Ueber die Bescha‘Tenheit eines guten 
Werkes, in his ** Theol. Untersuch,” th. ii. 
Note 1.—Good works are required from every 
Christian, so far as he is able to perform them, 
Gal. v. 25; 1 John, ii. 6; iii. 7. Cf.s. 123. The 
last clause contains a necessary limitation. For 
sometimes he finds no opportunity, or is placed 
in circumstances unfavourable for exhibiting, by 
his outward actions, the pious dispositions con- 
cealed in his heart. Moreover, those just com- 
mencing a religious life, and who, though they 
have real faith, have it in a less degree, (s- 
124,) cannot exhibit that perfect and mature 
fruit which is expected from advanced and con- 
firmed Christians. But God judges of the 
goodness of actions according to the inward 
disposition and the sincerity of the heart. Ina 
good work this rectitude of motive in indispen- 
sable. Ephes. iv. 20; 1 John, ii. 6. We can- 
not therefore say that faith is akvays rich in 
virtues ; for it cannot always be so. Nor will 
his unfruitfulness be charged against any one 
as a sin, unless he himself is to blame for it. In 
this matter God is the only infallible judge. 
Note 2.—When the Bible speaks of the neces- 
sity of Christian good works, it refers only to 
Christians, and to what is required of them ac- 
cording to the Christian doctrine. No one who 
is destitute of the knowledge of Christianity 
without his own fault can be required to live 
according to its rules, or be punished merely 
because he does not. Nothing will be required 
of any one which has not been given him. 
Christian actions may indeed be more perfect 
and noble in themselves than others, because 
they flow from more perfect, pure, and elevated 
motives; but the good actions of those who are 
not Christians do not cease to be good and ac 
ceptable to God because they do not flow from 
Christian motives. Cf. the example of the cen- 
turion Cornelius, Acts, x., and the declaration 
of Paul, Rom. ii. 6—11. In the former passage, 
(ver. 35,) Peter ascribes @080v @sov to the hea- 
then centurion Cornelius; and in the latter, 
Paul calls the actions of heathen tpya dyad; 
and both teach that truly religious actions in 
heathen are acceptable to God, and will be re- 
warded by him, The doctrine of Augustine, 
therefore, wirtwtes ethnice esse splendida vitia, is 
false. He taught that all which man does as 
man, without supernatural and irresistible grace, 


tion may frequently appear to men to be trifling, | is sin. Hence he affirmed that the heathen were 
insignificant, or even blamable, while inthe sight | condemned because they could not but sin. Vide 


STATE INTO WHICH MAN IS BROUGHT BY THE REDEMPTION. 


B 121, Il. [Cf «Bib. Repos.” Jan. 1833. 
Art. Augustine and Pelagius.—T'r.] 


fl. The Relation which exists between the Good 
Works of Christians and their Salvation. 


There was a controversy in the Lutheran 
church in the sixteenth century on the question, 
Whether good works are essential to salvation? Ge. 
Major, a theologian of Wittenberg, and some of 
the disciples of Melancthon, held the affirmative; 
Flacius and others, the negative. Nic. Amsdorf 
of Raumburg went so far as to say (1559) that 
they stood in the way of salvation—a horrible 
position if it is understood to mean, that obe- 
dience to the divine lawis damnable. But this 
was not his meaning; he only meant to affirm 
that the opinion that good works could merit 
salvation is dangerous to the soul. And in this 
he was right; but so was Major in his position. 

The difficulty may be removed by considering 
in what the safvation of Christians consists. 

(1) It is begun, the foundation of it is laid, in 
the forgiveness of sin, or justification in the nar- 
rower sense. ‘This is the free gift of God, and 
cannot be merited by good works, s. 113, II. 
But this blessing is forfeited by one who omits 
good works, and commits sin. Vide 1 John, iii. 
6; Gal. v. 19; 1 Cor. vi. 9,10. Good works, 
therefore, are necessary for the continuance (con- 
servatio) of this benefit. They are, when they 
can be performed, the condition of pardon, though 
not the meritorious cause of it. 

(2) Salvation consists in the divine rewards, 
or proofs of the divine favour; partly those 
which are natural, such as quiet of soul, peace 
with God, &c., and partly posttive, bestowed 
both in the present and future life, as we are 
taught by the scriptures. These rewards can- 
not be merited by good works in themselves 
any more than the forgiveness of sin. But 
faith, and the good works connected with it, are 
the conditions on which alone these rewards are 
obtained, and the degree of reward is regu- 
lated by the degree of zeal in holiness which 
is exhibited; Matt. xxv. 20—29; 2 Cor. ix. 
6; Gal. vi. 7, &c. For obedience to the di- 
vine law is as essential a part of Christian faith 
as to trust in God through Christ, s. 123. Good 
«works are therefore always described in the 
Bible as the effects and fruits of Christian faith, 
James, ii. 26, seq. 

We may therefore justly say, as Major did, 
that good works are essential to the attainment 
of salvation, as a condition, and we may also say, 

‘as Flacius and Amsdorf did, that they are not 
to be regarded as meritorious, or the procuring 
pause of our salvation. Cf. F. T. Rihl, Werth 
der Behauptungen Jesu und seiner Apostel ; 
Leipzig, 1791, 8vo; especially the 4th Essay, 
 Seligkeit bernht allein auf Glauben,” u. s. w. 


\ 
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Also Storr, Commentar zum Brief an die He 
braer, th. ii. 


Ill. History of opinions respecting the meritorious 
ness of Good Works. 


God has determined and promised to reward 
the good actions of men. But this reward is not 
something earned by men, (s. 108, II.,) which 
God is bound to pay them; it is given to them 
of his free, undeserved goodness. Hence these 
rewards are called in the New Testament HAPS, 
Swpea, Exacvos, (approbation,) Sofa, orépavos— 
terms which imply gifts and undeserved rewards. 
These rewards are intended to excite men to Jove 
God more sincerely and to yield a cheerful and 
willing obedience to the divine commands, not- 
withstanding the difficulties with which this obe- 
dience is attended. 

But obvious as this doctrine is to sound and 
unprejudiced reason, the great mass of mankind, 
of all ages and religions, have regarded certain 
external actions as meritorious and propitiatory. 
This error, as far as it is theoretical, results from 
false notions respecting God, and our relations 
tohim. This is the reason why it is so preva- 
lent, in one form or another, among the Jews, 
the heathen, and Christians. Vide s. 108, II. 
But this theoretical error would have been easily 
escaped or exploded if it were not connected with 
the depraved inclinations of the human heart. 
Love to sin makes men quick in inventing theo- 
ries which will allow them to indulge in it at 
pleasure, and yet assure them of the favour of 
God. We shall here briefly exhibit the false 
opinions which have prevailed on this subject 
among Christians. 

(1) Many Christians, (especially the converts 
from Judaism,) even in the times of tho apostles, 
cherished the opinion that their acts of supposed 
conformity to the law, such as almsgiving, sacri- 
fices, ceremonies, circumcision, and obedience to 
other particular precepts of the ceremonial and 
moral law of Moses, were meritorious. They 
even believed that the good works of their ances- 
tors were imputed to them. Hence Paul shews, 
in his epistles to the Romans and Galatians, that 
man deserves nothing of God for his supposed 
obedience to the divine law; that the opinion of 
the meritoriousness of our own works is in the 
highest degree injurious; and that God forgives 
and rewards us solely on account of faith, with 
out any desert on our part, (Sexacovy Swpeay, dua 
mvotews Xpvotov.) j 

But here again a mistake was made on the 
other side, and Paul was understood to speak 
lightly of the observance of the divine law. He 
himself complains that he was thus misunder- 
stood, Rom. ili. &: vi. 15; Gal. v.13. The same 
thing has happened to Luther, Arndt, Spener, 


| and other Christian teachers of ancient and moe 
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dern times, who have followed in his footsteps. 
Even in the age of the apostles there were 
some false Christians, and even false teachers. 
They lived a sensual, disorderly life, and justi- 
fied this on the ground that Christians are free 
from the law. Against such a sentiment there 
is much said in the epistles of John, Peter, and 
Jude. Others believed that an inactive faith 
would suffice, and that works are not important. 
They were content if they were only orthodox 
in head. James, in the second chapter of his 
epistle, is strenuous in opposing this sentiment. 
He shews that true Christian faith cannot exist 
unless it is exhibited by Christian virtues. Cf. the 
Essay above cited in “Scripta Varii Argumenti.” 

(2) Notwithstanding these clear instructions 
of the New Testament, these two mistakes re- 
specting the merit of works and the sufficiency 
of an inoperative faith, have always prevailed 
among Christians. The mistake respecting the 
merit of works was adopted into the whole sys- 
tem of the Latin church. This will now be 
shewn from history. 

A. During the dark ages, after monastic prin- 
ciples became prevalent in the Western church, 
the worship of God, piety, and holiness, were 
supposed to consist almost wholly in external 
rites. They believed that God would be induced 
by certain external actions to bestow favour on 
mankind. They thought they could merit his 
approbation somewhat as the day-labourer earns 
his wages by toil. Much importance was at- 
tached to works of beneficence, to almsgiving and 
presents, especially to cloisters and churches. 
They thus kept to the sense in which Zpya ayaa 
is sometimes used in the New Testament—viz., 
opera benefica, stopping, however, with the out- 
ward action, and leaving the disposition of the 
heart out of account. Vide s. 124, ad finem. 
They also insisted upon self-inflictions, fasts, and 
other external punishments, arbitrarily imposed ; 
just as the Jews formerly did. They even re- 
lied, like the Jews again, upon the virtues of the 
saints, and upon their treasure of good works. 
These views led to great corruption in morals, 
and a wide remove from the genuine spirit and 
true nature of Christianity. 

B. After the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, 
the schoolmen, and especially Thomas Aquinas, 
began to admit these views into their theological 
systems, and to defend them by logical argu- 
ments. ‘They reasoned (a) from the term juwo- 
aos, which is frequently used in the Bible to 
denote wages earned, as 1 Cor. iii. 8, where the 
Vulgate has meritum; and also from many of 
the old Latin fathers, who had said, merere ho- 
minem salutem, &c. But by such language they 
meant nothing more than consequi, zimpetrare, 
in which sense merere is used by Cicero and 
other Latin writers. And in general in all the 
sncient languages, and in the Hebrew and 
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Greek, the terms which denote wages, recone 
pence, are used for reward of any kind, whether 
deserved or not. The meaning in every case 
must be determined by the context. In the New 
Testament, what is called peoSds is also called 
yapes and Sepeq in the same context. We are 
said to receive peoSdv Supeay. Thomas Aquinas 
taught that when man of his own accord per- 
forms benevolent actions, gives alms, endows 
churches, &c., God considers this as done to 
him, and sees fit (zqguum, congruum) to recom- 
pense the act. This he called meritum de con- 
gruo. (b) Again, he appealed to the doctrine 
of Augustine, De gratia supernaturali spiritis 
sancti. This grace produces good works in the 
regenerate, which therefore merit salvation, be- 
cause they are derived from the Holy Spirit. 
He called this meritum de condigno. The unre- 
generate cannot perform any such meritorious 
works, because they do not possess this grace. 
He was followed in his opinions by other teach- 
ers; and in the sixteenth century this doctrine 
was confirmed by the council at Trent. 

C. This false theory, so greatly injurious to 
morals, was vehemently opposed by the German 
reformers of the sixteenth century. Luther es- 
pecially argued against it from the principles 
contained in Paul’s epistles to the Romans and 
Galatians, which were directed against similar 
mistakes made by the Jews. But, in the heat 
of the controversy, Luther frequently went to 
the other extreme, and sometimes expressed 
himself with too little precision and distinctness. 
He sometimes appeared not only to deny merit 
to those works which the monks regarded as 
meritorious, and to all self-righteous works, 
(Paul’s works of the law,) but also to speak 
slightingly of Christian virtues, and rather to de- 
preciate than recommend them; though this 
was far from his intention. But afterwards, 
when his doctrine was misapplied by some who 
appealed to his authority, he became more 
guarded, and expressed himself more definitely. 
Melancthon especially took pains to guard 
against these perversions in the Augsburg Con- 
fession (Art. iv.), in his Apology, and in his 
** Loci Theologici.” After the death of Luther, 
Melancthon and some of his associates endea- 
voured to analyze the subject still further, and 
to obviate all mistake. But they were poorly 
rewarded for their pains, since they were charged 
with departing from Luther and adopting the 
errors of the Romish church. Hence much con- 
troversy arose in the Lutheran church in the 
sixteenth century, which ran out for the most 
part into mere logomachy, as in the case of 
Major and Amsdorf. It was hoped that the 
Formula of Concord would put an end to this 
strife, Morus, p.214. But the adherents of the 
Romish church still appealed to the second 
chapter of James, in opposition to Luther. He 
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and his associates did not know how to defend 
themselves against this argument, and did not 
sufficiently understand the difference between 
Evya d@yasa and the tpya rduov, which were re- 
garded as meritorious. This is the reason why 
he and the authors of the « Magdeburg Centu- 
ries,” and some other theologians, spoke so dis- 
creditably of this epistle. 

Note.—The circumstances of the Christian 
teacher in our days are frequently such, that, 
after the example of Christ and the apostles, he 
must sometimes insist more upon faith as the 
ground of pardon and salvation, and sometimes 
more upon the fruits of faith, or pious Christian 
actions. He should take the former course 
when he has to do either with sinners who are 
sorrowful and truly penitent on account of their 
sins, or with those who have a self-righteous 
disposition, and hope that they shall be forgiven 
and saved on account of their supposed obe- 
dience to the law, and their virtuous conduct. 
Vide Luke, xxiii. 40, seq., xviii. 9; Rom. iv. 
5; Acts, xvi. 30. He must do this in order to 
shew that salvation depends entirely upon a dis- 
position of sincere and unwavering confidence 
in God—(i. e., upon fazth,) since God and 
Christ, who know the heart, have regard solely 
to the disposition. In this way one who is 
proud of his virtue, self-righteous, and pharisa- 
ical, will learn wherein he is deficient. 

He must take the latter course—that of re- 

ommending good works, or the fruits of faith— 

when he deals with those who undervalue or 
neglect the pursuit of holiness either through 
levity, indolence, or the love of sin; who per- 
suade themselves that a mere external pro- 
fession of faith will be sufficient; who say, 
Lord, Lord; but obey not his commandments ; 
and who pervert the doctrine of justification 
through faith to excuse a life devoid of good- 
ness, perhaps openly sinful. Such persons 
must be made to see that their sentiments are 
false, and that there are some infallible signs 
by which it may be known whether a person 
possesses true faith; as a tree may be known 
by its fruits. These signs are pious actions, 
which are the invariable attendants of faith, 
and which the true believer will never fail to 
perform whenever he has opportunity. Matt. 
vii. 16; xix. 21; xxv. 31—46; Rom. il. 6; 
1 Tim. vi. 18; James, ii. 
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EXPLANATION OF THE TERMS WHICH ARE USED IN 
THE SCRIPTURES TO DENOTE BOTH THE EXTER- 
NAL PROFESSION OF CHRISTIANITY (FIDES EX- 
TERNA) AND INTERNAL MORAL IMPROVEMENT 
AND SANCTIFICATION. 


Ir is the general custom to treat of repentance, 
wnversion, renewal, regeneration, sanctification, 


in separate and distinct articles (loci) ; but this 
was not the case anciently. Neither the eccie 
siastical fathers nor the schoolmen treated these 
topics separately. It was not until the sixteenth 
century that this method was adopted; and the 
chief object of this at first was to explain more 
fully these scriptural terms and obviate different 
errors relating to them. But afterwards the dis- 
tinction was more finely drawn, these doctrines 
were more separated, and particular proof-texts 
were sought for each, But many of these dis- 
tinctions are not to be found in the Bible. All 
of these terms denote the improvement of men, 
and imply the same divine agency; although 
sometimes the gradual progress and the differ- 
ent degrees of moral improvement are distin- 
guished. The better plan is, therefore, to bring 
all these topics together, and to treat of them in 
one and the same article, as, indeed, most theo- 
logians now do. So Morus, p. 220, seq., 8. 6. 
The case is the same with respect to calling, 
illumination, and similar expressions, which 
will be explained in Art. xii., De operationibus 
gratiz, s. 130. 


I. Scriptural idea of the words denoting Conver- 
sion, (émorpopy, émorptper, by which the LXX. 
translate the Hebrew yy.) 


‘Excotpépery frequently stands alone, some- 
times connected with éxi or xpos rov Osov, to 
turn to God. This term is derived from the 
very frequent comparison of the actions and con- 
duct of man with a way, and with walking in 
it; whence the religion itself which one adopts 
is itself called 3.7. But this term is used in 
two different senses—viz., 

(1) It denotes the moral ¢mprovement and ho- 
liness of rnen when they repent of their sins and 
forsake them. In this sense is the term com- 
monly used in theology, Ezek. iii. 19; Joel, ii. 
12, 13; Matt. xili. 15; Acts, iii. 19. This 
turning is produced by God, or the Holy Spirit, 
by means of revealed truth. ‘The same is ex- 
pressed by the word peravoecy, by which also 
the LXX. render the Heb. aw. These two 
forms of expression are frequently interchanged 
as synonymous, as Acts, xv. 3, coll. xi. 18, 
‘The heart is turned away from the love of sin, 
and inclined to efforts after what is good and 
right, under the assistance of God and the Holy 
Spirit.” Vide 2 Cor. vii. 115 Jer. iii. 12, 13, 
(an exhortation to the Israelites to return to 
God, from whom they had departed.) 

(2) It denotes sometimes the external transi- 
tion from a false religion to the true,—the ro- 
nunciation of idolatry; Hos. iii. 5; Ezek. xiv 
6. Hence it is applied in the New Testament 
(a) to Gentiles who enter into the external 
Christian community, Acts, xx. 21; xxvi. 18 
1 Thess. 1.9; (b) to Jews becoming Christians 
Acts, ix. 35; xiv. 15; ? Cor. iii. 16. 
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These two senses ought to be distinguished 
in the explanation of this term. For though 
conversion of the former kind is the object 
of the latter, yet it is not always attained. 
But sometimes the two meanings are con- 
nected together, because the first is the ob- 
ject of the second, and with many is actually 
attained. Thus when the apostles preach 
conversion to Jews and Gentiles, they mean 
both; for neither Christ nor his apostles en- 
couraged a merely external introduction into 
the Christian church. Still they require men 
to enter into the external church because 
there are the means of conversion found. 


II. Scriptural idea of the words denoting Re- 
generation, (marmyyevecta, yevvacSar dvoder Or 
Sevrepor, dvayervacsas. Also the synonymous 
terms, dvaxaivacis, dvaveody, xars dvSpartos, 
xOLVy XTLOLS, He Te 2.) 

The word xoavyyeveova denotes frequently 
any entire alteration of state, by which one 
is brought into an entirely new and reformed 
condition, or placed in a better situation. 
The change indicated by this term is, how- 
ever, as Morus justly observes, in every case, 
mutatio in melius, p. 223, note at the top. 
Vide “Scripta Varii Argumenti,” Num. vi. 
Thus Cicero (Att. iv. 6) calls his restoration 
from exile, aavyyeveota, and Josephus (Ant. 
xi. 3) calls the restoration of the Jewish land 
after the captivity rorcyyeveova zarpidos. The 
stoics spoke of waryyeveota tov oAwy. In Ro- 
man law, the manumission of a slaye was 
called his regeneration. In Matt. xix. 28, it 
denotes an introduction into a new and happy 
situation, whether the resurrection or the es- 
tablishment of the Messiah’s kingdom be 
understood. 

When the Israelites spoke of a person 
changing his religion, they used the phrases 
birth, new birth, ke. When a Gentile passed 
over to Judaism (became a proselyte), he was 
regarded by the Jews as new born, a new man, 
a child just beginning to live. As such he 
was received into their church, and obtained 
civil rights. Even in the Old Testament the 


term ab» is used in reference to proselytes, 
Colin 5 


Psalxxxyit. oO, colleeiscexlixe siiacliy-e this 
might be called external regereration. The 
term was afterwards used by the Rabbins in 
a moral sense, since it became the duty of one 
who had been admitted into the Jewish 
church to live according to Jewish laws, and 
to have a better moral disposition. This is 
mternal, moral regeneration. The term was 
used in both of these senses by the Jews at 
the time of Christ and the apostles. 

Now it was not the manner of Christ and 
the apostles to invent new terms, but to bor- 
row terms from the ancient Jewish phrase- 
ology, and transfer them to Christianity. 
Tlence we find all these words used in the 
New Testament in three different senses— 
viz., 
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(1) To denote one’s passing over externally 
from Judaism or heathenism to the Christian 
society, and making an external profession 
of the Christian, in opposition to the Jewish 
or heathen religion, which the Christian re- 
nounces. Thus Paul says, Ephes. ii. 15, 
‘Christ has united Jews and Gentiles into 
one church,” (ecs xauwoy avSperov, which can- 
not here denote internal reformation, as this 
could not be predicated of all.) Cf. James, 
i. 18. Thus Peter says, 1 Pet.i.3, ‘God 
hath brought us to the profession of Chris- 
tianity (dvayevyyoas yuas), in order to enable 
us to obtain salvation.” Paul frequently says 
of those whom he had induced to make pro- 
fession of Christianity, that he had begotten 
them (yevvav), Philemon, v. 10; 1 Cor. iv. 15; 
and dduwew, Gal. iv. 19. 


(2) To denote the internal or moral renewal 
of the heart and of the whole disposition ot 
man. This is the object of one’s becoming a 
Christian, to ‘renounce the love of sin, and 
love what is good, and to practice it from 
motives of love to God and Christ. This 
state is effected in Christians by God, or the 
Holy Spirit, through faith in Christ. The 
creation of a new heart (reformed disposition) 
is mentioned in this sense, even in the Old 
Testament, Ezek. xxxvi. 26—28; Ps. li. 12. 
In other passages the term circumcision of heart 
is used, Deut. x. 16; elsewhere, a new heart, a 
new spirit, a new mind, which has God for its 
author, Ezek. xi. 19, 20; Psalm 1., li.; Is.1., 
&c. In this sense Paul speaks of putting on 
the new man, and putting off the old man, of 
a new creature, after the image of God, Ephes. 
iy. 22, 24, and Col. iii. 9, 10, and draxorwors 
yods, Rom. xii. 2, and dvaveoveSa: ta avevmare, 
Ephes. iv. 23, seq. Here belong all the texts, 
in John and elsewhere, which teach that man 
must be born of God, or the Holy Spirit— 
i. e., become his child, love him, in disposi- 
tion and conductrresemble him, that he may 
be loved by God in return; for all which he 
is indebted to God or to the Holy Spirit, 
1 John, iii. 9; v. 1; John, 1. 12,13. Cf. the 
remarks respecting vieSecia, s. 119, I. 1. 
These. different terms, therefore, refer to one 
and the same thing. 


(3) In many passages these two senses are 
combined, because internal regeneration is the 
object of external regeneration; exactly as in 
the case of éxcoreépew. Among other texts is 
John, iii. 3,5, ““ Whoever is not born of bap- 
tism and the Holy Spirit (i. e., does not conse- 
crate himself by baptism to the profession of my 
religion, and does not become, through divine 
assistance, a reformed man, a child of God, a 
friend of God, like him in moral character) can 
not be considered a member of the Messiah’s 
kingdom (Saovreia @zod).”” Hence baptism ig 
called, Tit. ii. 5, xovrpoy maruyyevecvas, because 
we are not only solemnly admitted by this rite 
into the Christian society, but are likewise 
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thereby obligated, according to the precepts of 
Christ, :> become reformed in character; and 
on this condition have all the rights and re- 
wards of God’s children granted and assured to 
us. So the Rabbins expressed themselves with 
regard to the baptism of proselytes. And for 
this reason the most ancient fathers, Ignatius 
and Justin, call baptism dvayévenors. 


Ill. Scriptural idea of the term perévo.a: 


This word is used by the Greeks to designate 
a change in a person’s opinions, aims, disposi- 
tions, with respect to particular things. Thus 
the phrase, eis weravocay ayevv, signifies to in- 
duce any one to alter his opinion, and to adopt 
another. Polybius uses the word weravoery in 
relation to a general who designed to stake bat- 
tle, but afterwards determined differently. Plato 
vontrasts mpovoccy (to use forecast) and pera- 
voetv, (to reconsider when it is too late.) In 
Heb. xii. 17, it is said that Esau could not ob- 
tain the alteration of his father’s opinion, (ueva- 
voww.) In the classical writers, however, this 
term is not used to denote particularly an alter- 
ation in the moral state of the mind or heart. 
This use first prevailed among the Grecian 
Jews, and was derived by them from the Sep- 
tuagint. The Hebrew ax‘, is commonly ex- 
pressed in the Septuagint Version by peravoccy, 
as Is. xxx. 15, though sometimes also by é- 
orpéperv. The Hebrew on: is rendered in the 
same way, Jer. iv. 28. These significations 
run together, since we determine not to repeat 
that which causes us sorrow. Hence the words 
petavocey and weramérecSae are connected as sy- 
nonymous, 2 Cor. vii. 8, coll. Luke, xvil. 4. 
This word, accordingly, like éxvorpopn, and 
other similar terms, is used in the New Testa- 
ment, in a wider and a narrower sense—Vviz., 

(1) It denotes the forsaking of a religion 
which one had formerly professed, and is pro- 
fessing a new (the Christian) religion, (because 
there is in this case a change of view and opi- 
nion with respect to religion;) Acts, xx. 21, 
where it is said that weravow eis @zov is preach- 
ed to Jews and to Gentiles, in connexion with 
nists eis Xpuorov. Thus Luke, xxiv. 47, and 
other texts. Vide Morus, p. 222. In the same 
way as ihe return of the Israelites from idolatry 
to the true religion was called mecavova, could 
the conversion of Jews or Gentiles to Christian- 
ity be so called. 

(2) It more commonly denotes a moral 
change. And (a) it expresses the entire moral 
renovation or conversion of men, in the widest 
sense; and (b) the commencement of this 
change, when one begins to abhor the evil which 
he loved, and to form the sincere purpose of for- 
saking it. It is frequently used in this nar- 
rower sense in the holy scriptures, and this is 
its most common use in theology, as will be 
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further shewn, s. 127, This change always 
presupposes an entire revolution in the views 
and feelings of the subject of it; he begins 
thenceforward to love and practise good instead 
of evil. This was the great subject of the 
preaching of John the Baptist; Meravocive was 
his continual theme, Matt. iii. 2, 11; Luke, iii. 
8. The same may be said of Christ, Mark, i, 
15. It here denotes a radical alteration, or a 
change by which an entirely new direction is 
given to one’s life and efforts. Hence the 
phrases which occur so frequently, peravoecy 
Gnd Tuy Guaptioy or Ypywv vexpdy, Acts, viil. 
22; Heb. vi. 1. Hence, too, peravocey and éxe- 
otpépecy are interchanged as synonymous, Acts, 
111 19, 265 Rom, i. 4: 

(8) The writers of the New Testament fre- 
quently connect the two meanings of the word 
petavoa together, since the object of an exter- 
nal change of religion is always the improve- 
ment of the heart. Acts, xi. 18, «God hath 
granted even to the heathen peravoray ets Cony. 
The ancient ecclesiastical fathers, even in the 
Latin church, also connected with this word the 
idea of repentance and reformation in the moral 
sense; and Lactantius proposes well (Inst. Div. 
vi. 24) to render it by the word res¢piscentia. 
But the word commonly employed in Latin 
theology was penitentia, by which the Vulgate 
renders wetavoea; which is not, indeed, incorrect 
in itself, but often rather ambiguous, and some 
times quite inappropriate. Cf. Morus, p. 224 
s.2. After the fourth century writers began to 
understand this word according to the Latin 
etymology, and to vary from the usage of the 
Bible. The influence of Augustine contributed 
to the wide diffusion of this error. He insisted 
upon the derivation of the word penttentia from 
punio or penio; because man himself punishes 
his own sins, and therefore receives forgiveness. 
Penitentia est quedam dolentis vinDicTa, semper 
PUNIENS tn se, quod dolet commisisse, De Peenit., 
c.8. He was followed by other Latin teachers, 
especially by Peter of Lombardy and other 
schoolmen. The unscriptural idea that pant- 
tentia is not only repentance for past sins, but 
punishment, self-inflicted, on account of them, 
has prevailed widely not only in the Romish 
but also in the protestant church. 

This sort of pwnitentia is expressed in the 
Roman church by the German terms, Busse (pe- 
nance, punishment, in the shape of a fine cr 
mulet), Busse thun (to do penance), biissen (to 
atone), the last of which terms expresses more 
clearly the false associated idea. Many pro 
testants have therefore wished that when the 
error of the Romish church implied in this term 
was abandoned, this term itself, which so easily 
leads into mistake, had also been given up. 
Christ has freed us from the punishment of sin, 
and an atonement on our part is not possible 
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Even when we repent (uetavosvv)—i. €., 
and reform, we make no atonement, but we re- 
ceive great blessings. Vide the Apology of the 
Angsburg Confession, c. v. and vi. But there 
is no word in German [and the same is true in 
English] which answers fully to the Greek 
weravora. And if the scriptural idea of this term 
is explained in the early catechetical instruc- 
tions, the inaptness of the terms by which it is 
rendered need not be so much regretted, since 
people in common life are not accustomed to 
take words in their etymological sense. 


IV. Scriptural idea of terms denoting Holiness or 
Sanctity, (dytwotvn, Wyiacpds, kK. 7. dey also bat6rns, 
dovos. Heb. yin5, with its derivatives.) 


The words dys, ayvaSew, wap designate 
primarily whatever zs singled out, selected, or 
best in its kind. Vide s. 29. It was first applied 
in the ancient languages to external excellences 
and privileges; afterwards, to those of an znter- 
nal and moral nature. Herce arose the twofold 
use of these terms in the Bible, which must not 
be BOD Clay denote sanctitas externa, 
and interna. 

(1) All the Israelites are called by Moses 
pwinp, and holiness is ascribed to them without 
respect to their moral conduct, but merely from 
the circumstance that they were (externally) 
separated from the Gentiles, and (external) pro- 
fessors of the true religion. ‘The same way of 
speaking became common in respect to Chris- 
tians, who are frequently called in the New 
Testament ayvor, nyvacuévor, merely from the 
circumstance that they profess externally tne 
Christian religion, and belong externally to the 
Christian community, and thus are distinguish- 
ed from Jews and Gentiles. Hence all who 

ere received into the visible Christian church 
by baptism, were called aysov, Christians, with- 
~}_out respect to their moral disposition, as appears 
| from the epistles to the Corinthians. 

\ (2) These terms are also evidently used by 
the sacred writers in a mora] sense. Lev. xix. 
2, “Be ye holy, for Iam holy.” Cf. 1 Pet. i. 
14—16. So ayvacuos, in Rom. vi. 22, is the 
same as dexacoovvy in ver. 18, 19, virtue, righte- 
ousness ; wywootwn, 1 Thess. iii. 13, and ayvat eur, 
v.23. ‘Aycaowos, in Heb. xii. 14, is that with- 
out which no man shall see the Lord. The same 
1s true of oovos and dovorys, Ephes. iv. 24; Luke, 
1. 75, dovdtns xav Sexacoovvy. It here denotes 
that blamelessness of feeling and conduct which 


Is required, according to the divine precepts,. 


from a true worshipper of God, and especially 
from a Christian, and also the habitual abhor- 
rence of sin and love of moral excellence. Of. 
1 John, iii. 7, Sixacds gore xaScds éxetvos Sixaos 
gere* Rom. vi. 18, Sovrcdecy dixavosivy, coll. ver. 
14, “Ho is dead to sin, and lives entirely for 
virtue.’ In this way the Christian hecomes 
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alter | like God, and loves him from similarity of dis«. 


position, and in return is loved by God, as a 
dutiful son who resembles his father is loved 
by him. Man is destined for holiness, and the 
happiness proportionately connected with it. 
Vide s. 51, 11.; and when any one is adinitted 
into the cormmunity of the saints, (the Jews un- 
der the old covenant, and Christians under the 
new,) his holiness is the great object aimed at 

The church is designed to be schola sunctitatis 

Otherwise, his admission into the enurch and 
his fellowship with the saints will be of ne ad- 
vantage to him; indeed, his condemnation will 
be aggravated in consequence of these privi- 
leges. Spa is therefore the evidence and 
result of conversion, or of repentance and regene-. 
ration. ) One who is destitute of holiness, or 
who is‘negligent in the pursuit of it, is not con- 
verted, or born again, or has not repented. For 
an account of the nice distinctions and techni- 
cal definitions of the words conversion, regenera- 
tion, repentance, renewal, sanctification, which 
theologians formerly introduced into their sys- 
tems, vide Morus, p. 223. [Also ef. Hahn, s. 
523, f.—Tr.] 


SECTION CXXVIIL. 


STATEMENT OF THE DOCTRINE OF MORAL REFOR= 
MATION; ITS COMMENCEMENT; ON PUTTING 

e 

OFF REPENTANCE; AND ON LATE CONVERSIONS. 


I. Scriptural Doctrine respecting Repentance and 
Conversion ; inferences from it ; and an’ Expla- 
nation of Technical Terms. 


(1) Two things are justly considered as es- 
sential to the commencement of reformation— 
viz., the knowledge of sin as sin, and the sor- 
row of soul arising from it, or bitter penitence 
on account of sin and abhorrence for it. .Chris- 
tian repentance is therefore a ively knowledge, 
agreeably to the precepts of the gospel, of the 
sin which we have committed, as a great evil. 
This knowledge is called ively when it is effi- 
cacious and influences the will, in opposition to 
a dead knowledge, which has no influence upon 
the determinations of the mind. These two 
things must belong to reformation of every 
kind, and to whatever object it relates, for they 
are founded in the very nature of the human 
soul. Whenever a change takes place in human 
views and feelings, whether entire or partial, it 
is always effected by the same laws, and in- 
volves the same general feelings. In order that 
a man may renounce a particular vice, (suppose 
drunkenness,) his understanding must first ap- 
prehend it as a fault, and must see its injurious 
consequences. The first effect is therefore pro- 
duced upon the understanding, and next, through 
that, upon the will. The lively conception of 
the evil consequences of past transgression ot 
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of habitual vice awakens sorrow for sin, aver- 
Bi0n to it, and a determination henceforward to 
avoid it. But Christian reformation does not 
consist in the giving up of particular sins and 
vices, but in renouncing sinful dispositions and 
principles, in the turning of the heart from the 
love of sin to the love of goodness. Particular 
outbreakings of sin may be compared awvith par- 
ticular symptoms of a dangerous disease; at- 
tempting to remove these will be in vain, unless 
the disease itself is entirely cured. If this is 
done, these symptoms of course disappear. In 
the same way we should strive, not only to be 
rid of particular sins, but to be renewed in the 
whole temper of our souls. 

The same things are essential to every kind 
of reformation—e. g., Jer. iii. 12, 13, where the 
Israelites are exhorted to renounce their idola- 
try; and 2 Cor. vii. 8—11, which describes the 
feelings produced among the Corinthians by the 
rebuke which Paul administered to them on ac- 
count of their indulgence to the incestuous per- 
son; and these feelings were the cause of their 
reformation. or of their putting away the offence. 
Here eravoa is said expressly to consist main- 
ly in a02y xara Ozdr, godly sorrow, which was 
very beneficial to them after they became con- 
scious of their guilt: Cf. Ezek. xviii. 21, seq. ; 
Luke, iii. 10—14. 

Now since the nature and operations of the 
human soul are the same at all times, it is not 
to be wondered at that the manner of moral re- 
formation is described in the Old Testament as 
essentially the same as in the New. And, in- 
deed, the process of reformation could not be dif- 
ferent in the Old Testament and the New, since 
it depends upon the unaltered constitution of the 
human soul, of which God himself is the author. 
The experience of David, (after his affair with 
Bathsheba,) recorded in Ps. li., is full of in- 
struction on this point. It consists of the know- 
ledge of his sin and desert of punishment, sor- 
row, repentance, desire of forgiveness, the ear- 
nest wish for reformation and for confirmed 
goodness; also of love, confidence, and sincere 
gratitude to God. Cf. Ps. xxxii. 

The nature of reformation, and especially of 
its commencement, are elearly described by 
Christ in two parables. 

(a) The parable of the pharisee and the pub- 
lican, Luke, xviii. 9—14. The pharisee is very 
proud of his virtues and merits, and thinks no 
man is better than himself, and is fluent in 
praise of his own good works. The publican 
acknowledges his sins, is troubled, and peni- 
tent. He utters the simple feeling of his heart 
in the few words, ‘*God be merciful to me, a 
sinner.”’? And Jesus decides, that the latter went 
down to his house forgiven by God, the other 
not. Here the man who believes that he shall 
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obtain the grace of God on account of his own 
works or worthiness, through pride and selfish 
blindness remains ignorant of himself and his 
great imperfections, and does not see God as 
holy and just. He is not therefore inclined to 
embrace the doctrine of forgiveness through 
grace without personal merit, and accordingly 
he is not forgiven. ‘This mistake is called self- 
righteousness, from Rom. x. 3. Cf, Dan. ix. 
18; ls. Ixiv. 6. This mistake is one of the most 
injurious and dangerous, because the man who 
makes it persuades himself that he does not 
need reformation. 

(5) ‘The excellent parable of the prodigal son, 
Luke, xv. The object of this parable is two- 
fold. First, to shew in what way a man comes 
to the knowledge of sin, and to the feeling of 
suilt; how he must humble himself, and ae- 
knowledge his unworthiness of the divine fa- 
vours, and yet have confidence, and Jay hold of 
and embrace the undeserved forgiveness of God. 
Secondly, this parable shews how gracious and 
kind the feelings of God are, and how ready he 
is to forgive the repentant sinner. Vide Luke, 
xv. 7,10. Cf. Téllner’s Essays in his «* Theo) 
Unters.” Bd. i. th. 2, s. 390, seq.; ‘Busse 
und Glauben;”’ also, «* Ueber die Parabel vom 
verlornen Sohn.” 

(2) Sorrow for the sins we have committed, 
(atzy, 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10,) which is also an es- 
sential part of reformation, is called by theolo- 
gians contrition, brokenness of heart, (Germ. 
Zerknirschung.) Our older theologians justly 
render and explain this term by the phrase Rewe 
und Leid, (penitence and sorrow.) ‘The term is 
taken from the Hebrew mm x37 and 430%) 23 (lit. 
wounded heart), Ps. xxxiv. 19; Is. lvii. 19; Ps. 
li. 19. Both of these terms are applied to a de- 
sponding, contrite, troubled mind, whatever the 
cause of the distress may be. Cf. Is. }xi. 1, 
and other passages cited by Morus, p. 218, n. 9. 
The lively knowledge of sin as a great evil, ne- 
cessarily involves unhappy feelings and sorrow, 
(dolor animi, ninn,) Ps. li. 19; Jer. xxxi. 19; 
Luke, xviii. 13. And since we are drawn away 
to sin by the strength of our passions, and cold 
reason 4s far too weak to afford the necessary 
resistance, other feelings must be opposed to 
those which incline us to sin, in order to coun- 
teract their influence; for man is not merely a 
rational being, but is composed of sense and 
reason, (Germ. Verniinftig-sinnliches Wesen.* 
Now it is a great object, and one of the chief 
advantages of religion, to excite and maintain 
these penitential feelings. Sorrow for sin is 
highly beneficial in its influence, and is essen- 
tially involved in true and radical reformation. 
Hence Paul, 2 Cor. vii. 9, calls this penitence 
and sorrow, avany xara @eor, acceptable to God, 
agreeable to his will and purpose—because it 
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contributes to our salvation, («cs ow¢ypiay.) And 
because it does so, it is a repentance not to be 
repented of, (auerapéanrov-) 

But this sorrow for sin is very different in de- 
gree both as to strength (intensivé) and continu- 
ance, (extensivé.) Men differ exceedingly from 
each other in respect to constitution, tempera- 
ment, and the entire mental disposition. Ac- 
cordingly, their feelings, and the manner in 
which they express them, are very different. 
No general rule can therefore be prescribed for 
all, respecting the degree of sorrow which it is 
necessary to feel, and the manner in which it 
must be expressed. We have no definite mea- 
sure of human feeling, no mathesis affectuum. 
Let this, then, be the only rule by which we try 
ourselves and others: Sorrow for sin is then only 
sufficiently great (for the purpose of reformation) 
when tt produces in us a constant aversion to sin, 
remaining through our whole lives. It implies 
the sincere wish, Would that I had not trans- 
gressed the divine commands, and also the ac- 
knowledgment of the desert of punishment on 
aecount of such transgression. But while one 
is inclined from his very temperament to sorrow 
and despondency, or to violent outbreakings of 
feeling, another is naturally disposed to cheer- 
fulness, is more considerate and reserved, and 
gives little vent to his emotions. Besides, there 
are different degrees, both of actual sin and of 
inward corruption, in different men; and their 
feelings of sorrow will of course vary accord- 
ingly. 

Sincertly of heart is the great requisite here; 
Ps. xxxii. 2. It is on this only that God looks 
with approbation. The accurate recollection of 
each particular sin we have ever committed is 
neither necessary nor possible. Still less are 
the external, visible signs of penitence and sorrow 
essential to reformation, unless they arise from 
the deep, sincere sorrow of the heart. Whether 
the feelings of the heart shall be expressed by 
external signs depends wholly upon the differ- 
ence of men as to natural temperament and or- 
ganization. As to tears, lamentations, and 
sighs, they are of very little consequence in this 
matter. Provided the heart be renewed, whe- 
ther it be with or without tears is a point of in- 
difference. The tearless repentance of a man 
of a sedate cast of mind may be more sincere 
and acceptable to God than the penitence of a 
person of a more effeminate mould, which is 
attended with sighing and weeping, but which 
often passes soon away and leaves no abiding 
effects. Cf. 124, I. I]. We should beware, 
however, of considering persons to be hypocrites 
because they make these violent demonstrations 
of feeling—a rash decision too often made! On 
this point we are liable to mistake, and religious 
teachers have often, from the earliest times, 
been in fault here. Many made too much of the 
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term contrition, and undertook to lay down dew 
finite rules on this subject, and appealed te 
some examples and passages in the Bible, 
which are not, however, universally applica- 
ble—e. g., the repentance of David, Mary Mag- 
dalene, Peter, and the repentance in sackeloth 
and ashes mentioned in the Old Testament, 
which, however, does not dvscribe reformation 
of heart, but the public external rites employed 
in case of pestilence and other great calamities. 
Such vehement expressions of feeling are not 
required of all men. The example of David, 
who spent three quarters of a year in trouble on 
account of his sins, is frequently mentioned 
here. But he had himself to blame for this; 
since he himself confesses, Psalm xxxii. 3, 4, 
that he endeavoured to keep silence respecting 
his sins—i. e., to exculpate himself before God, 
to palliate his guilt, and to avoid the necessity 
of humble confession and penitence. As soon 
as he acknowledged his sin and repented of it, 
God forgave him, ver. 5. 

Christianity does not lay down any definite 
rule, or prescribe any artificial efforts by which 
this moral change must be effected. It requires 
from each nothing but what is adapted to his 
nature. Peter wept, and considering his cha- | 
racter and his crime, this was natural. The 
publican only stghed. Zaccheus does not ap- 
pear to have done either the one or the other. 
And yet the penitence and reformation of all 
was acceptable in the sight of God. 

According to the precepts of Christianity this 
change must result in the suppression of the 
reigning desires of the flesh, and in restoring 
dominion to those principles of reason which 
are conformable to the will of God; and thus 
renovating the whole man, and making him, 
before carnal (capxexds), to be spiritual (ve ua- 
zvxos), obedient to the precepts of Christianity, 
and in a state prepared to enjoy the guidance 
and assistance of God, or the Holy Spirit. Cf. 
Romans, vii. 25; viii. 1, seq. 

Theologians call the reformation of men who 
were before entirely rude and savage, pentten- 
tam primam, or magnam; that of those who 
are in a better moral condition, but still need 
reformation, penitentiam stantium, or secundam, 
or quotidianam. And all, even the greatest 
saints on earth, stand in need of this daily re- 
pentance, thongh in different degrees. None 
can justly consider themselves perfect. All 
must acknowledge themselves sinners, deficient 
and imperfect. So the whole seriptures require 
us to feel; and everywhere insist upon sincere 
and unpretending humility, and condemn the 
opposite dispositions. 

(3) Sorrow or penitence for sin must flow 
from the knowledge of sin—i. e., from a cone 
sciousness that we have acted contrary to the 
divine law, ind therefore deserve divine punish 
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ments. Hence it follows that we should impar- 
tially examine our actions according to the law 
nf God. Now when one sees that he has been 
ungrateful and disobedient, and rendered him- 
self unworthy of the divine favour; when, in 
view of this, he feels torrow and sincere peni- 
tence, and begs God to pardon his sins and 
avert deserved puhishment; this is called mak- 
ing confession of sin to God, (eunfessio.) This 
is not, then, as some would have it, a particular 
part of repentance. It is the opposite of con- 
realing, exculpating, palliating one’s sins before 
God, (refusing to acknowledge them as such, 
and to seek forgiveness for them.) Proverbs, 
XXvili. 13, ** He that covereth his sins shall not 
prosper; but whoso confesseth and forsaketh 
them shall have mercy.” So Christ represents 
it in the parable of the prodigal son, Luke, xv. 
Vide Psalm xxxii. 3—6; Dan. ix. 4; 1 John, 
i. 8, where saying we have no sin is opposed to 
dponroyerssae auaptiay, ver. 9, to acknowledge 
and repent of sin. 

The Bible says nothing of the necessity 
which the Romish church teaches of making 
confession to men as to representatives of God. 
It recommends, however, the practice of con- 
fessing our faults to experienced Christians, and 
of opening to them the state of our hearts, as 
conducive to vital religion. Cf. James, v. 16. 

(4) Sorrow for sin and hatred and abhorrence 
of it are always founded on a previous know- 
ledge of sin; but they are produced in two 
ways—viz., 

“ (a) By contemplation of the divine precepts 
and the penalty threatened in the law against 
transgressors. The divine laws were given for 
vur highest good. Every violation of them both 
destroys the happiness flowing from obedience 
and incurs the punishment annexed to disobe- 
dience. When the sinner seriously revolves 
such considerations as these, he must necessa- 
rily feel mingled emotions of shame, terror, 
anxiety on his own account, and abhorrence for 
sin itself. We find that Christ and the apos- 
tles made use of these considerations in order 
to awaken a salutary fear in the minds of their 
hearers. Vide Matt. iii. 7, 10; Luke, iii. 3, 
seq.; Heb. x. 29, seq. This is called by the 
schoolmen and in the Romish church, atlritio, 
or, as Thomas Aquinas has it, contritio informis 
—i. e., imperfecta, inchohata, (dolor de peccato e 
met penarum.) a, 

(6) By contemplation of the divine promises 
contained in the gospel. When we consider, 
on one side, the undeserved love and kindness 
of God, exhibited in so many ways, and espe- 
cially through Christ, and which has sought 
in every possible manner to lead us to true hap- 
piness in this life and the life to come, and has 
invited and encouraged us by the greatest pro- 
mises, (John, iii. 16;) and when we consider, 
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on the other side, our own levity and negligence, 
our wilful rejection of the means of good offered 
us by God; when we consider all this, we must 
be constrained to feel the deepest penitence and 
shame, abhorrence for sin, and Jove to God and 
Christ who have done so much for us. These 
motives have a great and mighty efficacy in 
promoting radical reformation. Jesus and the 
apostles use these motives more frequently than 
any others. Their whole heart, as it were, lives 
inthem, Vide John, iii. 16; xxi. 15, seq.; 1 
Pet. iv. 1—3; Tit. ii. 10, 11. The schoolmex 
and the Romish church call this contritionem 
(dolorem de peceato e dilectione oriundum.) Thus 
this very consideration of the great blessings 
for which we are indebted to Christ leads to 
faith in him. He who knows that much has 
been forgiven him, loves much, Luke, vii. 47. 
Since Christ has done so much for us, and has 
even died for us, we are Jed to place our whole 
trust in him, and look to him for all our happi- 
ness, and to obey his commands from grateful 
love, John, iii. 5, 14—21. We see that by our 
sins we are rendered unhappy, that by our own 
merit we cannot obtain the favour of God, not 
even by our best works. Hence we confide in 
Christ, and seek through faith in him to obtain 
forgiveness of God, éx muorews SuxarwSyvar, Gal. 
ili. 24. In this way we become children of God, 
(Lior @zov Sia mictews év Xprorg, ver. 26,) be- 
loved of God, and blessed by him. 

Many of the schoolmen and theologians of 
the Romish church-reject altogether the motives 
first mentioned, asserting that they are not at all 
promotive of our moral improvement. The An- 
tinomians of the sixteenth century expressed 
themselves in a similar manner with many 
others. It is true that this attrition may be so 
abused as to lead to a despair which will abso- 
lutely prevent instead of promoting reformation. 
But still when it is cautiously made use of, espe- 
cially in the case of rude and uncultivated men, 
it produces a very good effect, and is therefore 
employed in the Old Testament, by John the 
Baptist, and Jesus himself, with many classes 
of hearers. Some are entirely incapable of the 
tender emotions to which the appeal is made in 
this second class of motives. Their heart must 
be broken and softened before it can become 
susceptible of the motives of the gospel. ‘There 
is in this respect the same difference even in 
adult persons that there is between children, 
some of whom are ill-mannered and rude, and 
others docile and well-disposed. The wise 
teacher will employ different means with these 
different cases; and so must also the teacher 
of religion. Vide T6llner’s Essay (No. 1) 
«‘ Busse und Glauben.” 

When one is reformed, the love of sin, now 
renounced, is succeeded in his mind by holiness 
diligence in duly, or pious Christian dispositions 
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and a haly Christian walk. Cf. s. 126, IV. 
Hence some theologians of the Lutheran church 
in the sixteenth century, took puntentia in so 
wide a sense as to include faith and diligence 
tn good works. 

Morus (p. 216, 217, s. 2) has given a good 


summary statement of the different parts of re- 


formation here separately considered. The zn- 
ward man is principally regarded in Christian 
reformation. ‘The object is not merely to re- 
strain the gross outbreakings of sin, but to rec- 
tify the whole disposition and heart, so that 
the subject of it will henceforth act from entirely 
different motives and principles. The holy 
scriptures, both of the Old and New Testa- 
ments, insist everywhere that the rors, xapdva, 
vera, 6 tow dvSperos, must be renovated. ‘The 
terms, circumeision of the heart, new heart, reno- 
vation, regeneration, new creature, all express 
this truth. Vide John, iii. 1—21; also No. vi. 
in “ Scripta Varit Argumenti,” above cited. If 
any one expects to succeed, by attempting to 
amend externally, or in any other way than by 
a radical change of heart, he will be disapoint- 
ed. Vide No.i. 1. 


Il. Delay of Repentance ; and late Conversion. 


This subject is treated more fully in Chris- 
tian ethics. ; 

(1) The danger and evel of delaying reforma- 
tion. (a) The danger and difficulties. The 
longer one continues in sin the more fixed be- 
comes his habit of sinning, and of course the 
more difficulty will he find in breaking loose 
from it. He will thus become more and more 
the slave of sin, and be constantly bound with 
stronger chains. The longer therefore reforma- 
tion is deferred, the more difficult it becomes. 
Besides, external circumstances are not in our 
power. Many die suddenly; others lose the 
use of their reason, or in their last moments are 
entirely unfitted for the mental efforts which are 
requisite for attending to the important concerns 
of religion, &c. (6) There must always be an 
evil and injury attending late reformations, 
however thorough and sincere they may be. 
God proportions the rewards he bestows to the 
degree of zeal which one shews in goodness, 
and to the length of time during which he has 
exhibited it. Vide s. 125, II. One who has 
just commenced a virtuous course, and has 
made but little advancement in it, cannot expect 
a great reward. In the future life, he must re- 
main inferior to others, and thus suffer for his 
remissness and negligence. 

(2) The opinions of theologians have always 
been very much divided on the question as to 
the posstbility of late repentance, and the worth 
of it, Vide the history of these opinions in He- 
gelmeyer’s Diss. «de sera penitentia,” p. i.; 
Tubingen, 1780. 
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First. Most hold, with trath, that late reform~ 
ation is’ possible, and that God may pardon 
(though with the limitations mentioned, No. 1) 
even those who defer repentance to the last, if 
it is then thorough and sincere. ‘They hold, 
however, for the reasons above given, that such 
late conversions are very doubtful, and that 
great caution should be used in speaking confi- 
dently of the salvation of those who put off reli- 
gion to the last, lest this should tend to confirm 
others, to their great injury, in their prevailing 
errors. It is unsafe for men to pronounce any 
opinion in such a case. For there is no evi- 
dence of true faith but the works of the life. 
None but God can look into the heart. But 
since God can look into the very soul; since he 
will forgive, without exception, all who sin- 
cerely repent of their sins, and ask forgiveness 
through Christ, in the way which he has pre- 
scribed, (1 Tim. ii. 4; 2 Pet. iii. 9;) and since 
the grace of God is limited to no tzme, to no fer- 
minum gratiz peremptorium, (s. 113, f.3;) there 
can be no doubt, zn abstracto, but that God will 
really forgive those who seek for pardon, though 
it may be late, if their desire be only sincere 
and earnest. He will bestow even upon such 
that happiness and reward of which they are 
susceptible. The example of the malefactor on 
the cross (Luke, xxiii. 40—43) is justly refer- 
red to in behalf of this opinion. The Christian 
doctrine justifies us in promising pardon and 
mercy to all, even the greatest sinners, at all 
times, provided they will only accept these 
offers. To cut off, therefore, an unhappy dying 
man from all hope, and to thrust him into de- 
spair, is without scriptural warrant, and highly 
presumptuous and cruel. 

Secondly. Others regard late repentance as 
impossible, and hold that one who has deferred 
it to the last cannot hope for pardon; because, 
they say, late repentance never can be frwe or 
sincere, and this is a.condition indispensable to 
forgiveness. ‘They appeal to the example of 
many who in prospect of death gave signs of 
repentance, but who, as soon as danger was 
past, became worse than before. 

But (a) there are also examples of a different 
kind—examples of those who, like the thief on 
the cross, became repentant and believing in 
circumstances of imminent danger, and who yet 
have afterwards manifested an unshaken fidelity 
(¥) Those who advocate this opinion often mis- 
take the want of perseverance in faith for the 
want of s¢ncertiy in it. (c)'The examples men- 
tioned do not prove that late repentance is never 
sincere and thorough, but only that it is not 
always so; which indeed is true. 

The great argument, however, which is used 
on this side is, that conversion ts not the work of 
a moment, (not subitanea or instantanea,) but 
requires déme, Carnestness, zeal, practice. 'Thia 
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Js crue from the very nature of the human mind. 
But this only proves the great difficulty, the 
uncertainty and danger of such late conver- 
sions, and not the entire impossibility of them. 
Many men, in whom the work of conversion is 
not completed, are still not entirely evi] and 
destitute of all good. The seed of goodness 
frequently lies in their hearts, while its growth 
and fruitfulness are impeded and prevented by 
Various internal and external hindrances. But 
this work may have been silently and unob- 
servedly going on in the midst of these difficul- 
ties. And now unexpectedly some external 
circumstance occurs as a means of awakening. 
The person hears a moving exhortation, is re- 
minded of some promise or threatening from 
the Bible, is placed in imminent danger, or in 
some such manner is aroused, and impelled to 
attend more earnestly to the concerns of his 
soul. These circumstances depend on Divine 
Providence, and God makes use of them as 
means for the conversion of men. This appears 
to have been the case with the malefactor on the 
cross. Probably there had been a long prepa- 
ration in his mind for the result to which he 
then came. The passage, Heb. vi. 4—6, ’Adv- 
vaTOV—rapartecovtTas—avaxarviC Evy Els METAVOLAY, 
has no relation to this point. This passage 
refers to those who persevere in apostasy, and 
the rejection of religion. ‘The phrase, adivarov 
fort, means only that it is ¢mpossible for men. 
Cf. Matt. xix. 26. 

Those theologians who differ so widely from 
the Bible as to hold that the forgiveness of men 
depends altogether upon their holiness or obedi- 
ence to the divine commandments, and not upon 
faith in Christ and his atonement, are indeed 
hard pressed in this point. If they would be 
consistent, they must deny salvation to those 
who delay repentance till just before the close 
of life, and who therefore do not exhibit the 
fruits of this change. So even Steinbart 
thought. The holy scriptures, on the contrary, 
teach that God forgives men on account of their 
faith in Jesus Christ; that holiness is the con- 
sequence of this faith, and that without this 
faith in Christ man is not able to live holy. 
Now if a man, whose reformation begins with 
faith, is prevented by death from exhibiting the 
fruits of this faith, (which, however, he would 
have exhibited had he lived longer,) he cannot, 
on this account, be excluded by God from hap- 
piness; although his happiness will be less than 
that of others who have pursued a long course 
of active virtue. Thus we might conclude in 
ubstracto; the determination in particular given 
ases must be left with God. 

\Note-—The work of Noesselt, ‘ Ueber den 
Werth der Moral und spaten Besserung,” (Halle, 
1777, 8vo, Ausg. 2, 1783; especially s. 220, 
seq.,) contains much on this subject which is ex- 
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cellent. This work was occasioned by the unset. 
tled, partial, and indefinite views contained in 
many works on this subject, especially in those 
which held up the opinion that late repentance 
is impossible or of no avail; such, for example, 
as that of Saurin, «On the Delay of Conver- 
sion ;”” Edward Harwood, «On the Invalidity 
of Repentance on the Death-bed ;”? and Stein« 
bart, on the question « What Value can be al- 
lowed to Sudden Conversions, especially on the 
Death-bed ; and what is it advisable publicly to 
teach on this subject ?”’ Berlin, 1770, 8vo. 


SECTION CXXVIII. 


REMARKS ON THE FALSE OPINIONS AND PERVER=- 
SIONS CONCERNING THE DOCTRINE OF REPENT=- 
ANCE, WHICH HAVE BEEN GRADUALLY ADOPTED 
IN THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH. 


Most of these mistakes have arisen from false 
ideas, agreeing with the depraved inclinations of 
the human heart, respecting forgiveness of sin, 
propitiating God, and the merit of good works. 
Cf. s. 108, and s. 125, III. 


I. Penance of the Excommunicated. 


The apostles and other ancient Christian 
teachers held that it is the prerogative of God 
alone to forgive sin, and that men are bound to 
confess their sins to him, and to seek forgiveness 
from him. So taught Justin the Martyr (Apol. 
2), and others. But even as early as the times 
of the apostles the custom (which had before 
prevailed among the Jews) of excommunicating 
gross offenders from the church (dqopiauos) was 
adopted by Christians, and was indeed necessary 
at that time. ‘The rites attending restoration to 
the church became constantly more numerous 
and complex during the second, third, and fourth 
centuries. ‘Those who were restored were com-_ 
pelled to perform public penance, (penitentia pub- 
lica.) The excommunicated person (/apsus) was 
bound (1) to Jabour to convince the church of 
the reality of his penitence and reformation. 
He appeared therefore in public in a mourning 
dress; he fasted, wept, and begged for prayers, 
(contritio.) (2) He was bound to make a pub- 
lic confession of sin, and to ask forgiveness of 
the church; and this, in order to humble him and 
to warn others, (confessio.) (3) His undergo- 
ing these and other trials and punishments im- 
posed upon him as the condition of his being 
readmitted, was called satisfactio; and he ob- 
tained pacem. Vide Morini Tractatus de pant- 
tentize sacramento. ‘This was originally only 
church discipline, and nobody pretended that it 
was connected with the forgiveness of sins by 
God, who looks not upon the outward man, but 
upon the heart. Indeed, Montanus in the se- 
cond century, and Novatian in the third, though 
they were so rigorous in church discipline that 
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they were unwilling to readmit a person who 
had been once excluded, did not deny that he 
might obtain forgiveness from God. 


Il. Penance supposed the means of obtaining the 
Forgiveness of God. 


We find that the great body of Christians 

since the second century have entertained very 
erroneous apprehensions respecting this excom- 
munication. Many believed (although the doc- 
trine was not as yet formally sanctioned by the 
authority of the church) that a person by being 
excommunicated from the church is also ex- 
eluded from communion with God. But they 
‘also held that when the church forgives a person 
and admits him again to their fellowship, God 
also forgives him and admits him to his favour. 
‘And this opinion was more dangerous in its ten- 
dency than the former. The church, and espe- 
cially those who ruled over it, who had the most 
to say in this matter, came to be regarded more 
and more as the representatives of God. Vides. 
135, 1. Hence great importance was attached to 
the external rite in the readmission of the excom- 
municated. ‘The idea became prevalent, that 
God is influenced, and moved as it were to com- 
passion, by fasting, weeping, kneeling, begging, 
and sighing, In short, it was believed that a per- 
son could obtain forgiveness of God by the same 
external means by which the favour and forgive- 
ness of the church and its rulers could be obtained. 
And the teachers of religion often contributed to 
the increase of such errors by insisting injudi- 
ciously upon these external rites. Even Origen 
sometimes expressed himself in this unguarded 
manner—e. g., in Homil. 15 in Levit. After 
the fourth century, the service of God was made 
to consist more and more in mere outward cere- 
monies. 


Ill. Awrieular Confession. 


When the Christian church was much en- 
larged, the Grecian church in the third century, 
and the Western church in the third and fourth, 
commuted the public confession of the excom- 
municated for private confession to be made to 
a presbyter appointed for that purpose. Vide 
Sozom. ix. 35. This too was soon abolished in 
the Grecian church, but it was retained in the 
Latin church. Hence arose by degrees the prac- 
tice of auricular confession, and then, slowly, the 
whole system of public penance. At first the 
lapst only were bound to confess their grosser 
offences to spiritual guides, before they could be 
reinstated and allowed to approach the holy sup- 
per. But in process of time, every Christian 
was required to confess to the clergy all his 
sins, even the least of them, before he could be 
admitted to the Lord’s table. The clergy and 
the monks confirmed the populace in the persua- 
sion, to which it was itself predisposed, that con- 
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fession to the priest was the same as confession 
to God; and that the priests gave absolution in 


-God’s stead. - 


This much-abused principle, that confession 
must be made to spiritual teachers and the heads 
of the church, is found very early, even in the 
third century—e. g., in the writings of Origen 
(Homil. in Levit.), and especially of the Latin 
fathers, Cyprian, Hieronymus, and Angustine. 
They compared the presbyter with a physician, 
who cannot heal a disease if he is not made 
acquainted with it. In all these rites, there is 
much which is good, and which might be prac- 
tised to great advantage, and, indeed, was so 19 
the early church. But afterwards, when tha 
priesthood and laity had both very much dege- 
nerated, they were greatly perverted and mis- 
applied. 


IV. Penance imposed by the Clergy. 


At first the church imposed the satisfaction to 
be made by offenders. ‘This was now done by 
the ecclesiastic, to whom confession was made. 
The penalties imposed by him were now no 
longer considered merely as satisfaction given to 
the church. It was believed, that by these same 
means God is rendered propitious and his judg- 
ments are averted. It was also believed that 
the teachers and ministers of the church are the 
representatives of God. These ministers were 
now frequently compared, as indeed they had 
been during the third century, with the Leviti- 
cal priests, who, in God’s stead, imposed pu- 
nishments for the purpose of atoning for sin, 
such as prayers, fasts, almsgiving, and other rites 
and gifts, which were now looked upon as me 
ritorious good works, s. 125. The ecclesiastics 
and monks had books of penance, in which the 
penalties were assigned for each particular sin. 
Vide Joh. Dallaus, De penis et satisfactionibus 
humanis; Amst. 1649. 


V. The Doctrine of Indulgences. 


At last the doctrine of indulgences was intro- 
duced. This was destructive of all morality. 
The practices of penance and confession which, 
at least during the darker periods of the middle 
ages, maintained to some degree an external 
discipline and order, fell at once into neglect 
and disuse. For by means of indulgences the 
people obtained remission of the penances, and 
freedom from the canonical or ecclesiastical pu- 
nishments of sin, which were imposed by thei: 
father confessors. These indulgences were first 
granted by the bishops, when an individual of- 
fered of his own accord to perform some yood 
work, to give alms, to found charitable institu- 
tions, to build churches, &e. They were after- 
wards sold for mere money. After some time 
the pope appropriated the trade in indulgences 
to hims2lf, and during the thirteenth and four. 
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teenth centuries carried on a wide extended mo- 
nopoly in this business. Indulgences could 


now be purchased even for future sins. It was. 


the prevailing belief that these indulgences de- 
liver not only from canonical punishments— 
i. e., from those imposed by the laws of the vi- 
sible church, but also from the divine punish- 
ments, since the pope is the vicar of God and 
of Christ. After the thirteenth century this 
practice was sustained by the doctrine de thesauro 
bonorum operum, which the church, and espe- 
cially the pope, the head of the church, were 
supposed to hold at their disposal, s. 125. The 
abuses attending this practice gave occasion to 
the reformation in Germany and Switzerland in 
the sixteenth century. 


VI. Scholastic System of Penance. 


These erroneous opinions, which had gra- 
dually arisen, were brought into a formal scho- 
lastic system by the schoolmen, and especially 
by Peter of Lombardy in the twelfth, and Tho- 
mas Aquinas in the thirteenth century. The 
whole doctrine of the Bible respecting moral 
reformation and a change of heart was thus 
changed into a matter of external penance. This 
became the prevailing system of the Romish 
church, and all these principles of the school- 
men were sanctioned by the Council at Trent, 
Sess. 14. 

The following are the mainsprinciples of the 
schoolmen—viz., 

(1) Penttentia is derived from punto, accord- 
ing to Augustine, and therefore denotes the pu- 
niskment of oneself. Hence originally the Ger- 
man Busse, which signifies, punishment, alone- 
ment, &c. Vides. 126, 1V. 

(2) Each particular sin must be atoned for by 
particular satisfactions. 

(3) Therefore every Christian must confess 
all his sins to the minister of the church, as a 
priest and judge, placed in God’s stead. 

(4) Conversion, therefore, consists of three 
things—viz., contritio, or compunctio cordis, con- 
fessio oris, (to the priest in God’s stead,) and 
satisfactio operts, (satisfaelion rendered by per- 
forming the penances imposed.) All this was 
borrowed from the ancient ecclesiastical disci- 
pline. Vide No. I., on the distinction between 
attritio and contritéo. Cf. s. 127, 1. 3. 

(5) This satisfaction, or atonement, must be 
made by prayer, alms, fasts, and other external 
rites and bodily chastisements. Accordingly, 
Peter of Lombardy says, Oratio dominica delet 
minima et quotidiana peccata. Suffictt oratio do- 
minica cum eleemosynis et jejunio. Vide s. 108. 

(6) This pena satisfactoria, which must, in 
the usual course, be endured, may be somewhat 
remitted, says Thomas Aquinas, by means of 
indulgences. But this principle was afterwards 
very much extended. Vide No. v. 
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(7) One who is not absolved of his pardon- 
able sins by rendering such satisfactions goes 
at death into purgatory, where, in the midst 
of torments, he must make atonement for them. 
The doctrine de purgatorio was propagated dure 
ing the fourth century in the West, and univer- 
sally prevailed from the ninth to the eleventh 
centuries. It was believed, however, that souls 
could be freed from purgatory, or, at least, 
that their continuance there could be shortened 
by having masses said for their souls, Vide 
s. 150. 


ARTICLE XII. 


ON THE OPERATIONS OF GRACE; OR THE Di- 
VINE INSTITUTIONS FOR PROMOTING RE- 
PENTANCE AND FAITH; 8. 129—133, INCLU. 
SIVE. 


SECTION CXXIX. 


EXPLANATION OF THE TERMS ‘*GRACE, OPERA- 
TIONS OF GRACE, MEANS OF GRACE,’ AND 
OTHER PHRASES EMPLOYED IN THEOLOGY ON 
THIS SUBJECT$ AND THE CONNEXION OF THIS 
DOCTRINE WITH THE PRECEDING. 


I. Connexion of this Doctrine with the foregog ; 
and the Import of tt. 


Tue whole Christian doctrine is given by 
God to men in order to bring them to faith and 
repentance, and consequently to eternal happi- 
ness. For they are not capable of this happi- 
ness until they perform the conditions described 
in Article xi. But, as the scriptures teach us, 
we are not at present in a condition to amend 
ourselves, and by our own powers to fulfil 
these conditions, without some higher asststance 
and guidance of God. This incompetency is 
owing to the power of sense, and its preponder- 
ance over reason, or, which is the same thing, 
to natural depravity. Vide sec. 77—80. Now, 
though man needs a moral change, his will, 
according to both scripture and experience, 
being in a high degree depraved, he is yet 
unable, without divine help and assistance, 
either to awaken within himself earnest desires 
after holiness, or to execute the good purposes 
he may form, and persevere in them, or to 
perform the other conditions upon which his 
salvation depends. All the arrangements, there- 
fore, which God has made, in order to produce 
in those who live in Christian lands faith in 
Christ and a change of heart, and to secure 
their continuance, and thus to bring men to the 
enjoyment of the promised salvation, are called 
by the general name of grace, or the operations 
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of divine grace, (operationes gratiz, German, 
Gnadenwirkungen.) 


IL The Various Names by which these Operations 
are commonly designated in Theology. 


(1) Gratia. By this term is understood, in. 


theology, the divine operations or power (asszst- 
anee) exerted in producing repentance or con- 
version. It is contrasted with nature, and by 
this is meant, the natural powers of man, which, 
on account of his depravity, are regarded as too 
weak and insufficient to effect this moral reno- 
vation, and therefore need to be elevated and 
strengthened by God. The state of one who is 
enlightened by Christian doctrine, and by a 
faithful use of it, under divine assistance, is re- 
newed, is called a state of grace, (status gratiz.) 
This is opposed to the natural stale, (status na- 
cure, or naturalis,) by which is meant the state 
of one who is not as yet enlightened by the 
Christian doctrine, or renovated by its influ- 
ence, and has not yet experienced the assist- 
ance of God. Morus, pages 234, 235. Augus- 
tine first used the word gratia to denote the su- 
pernatural agency of God in conversion. He 
held this agency to be, in reality, miraculous, 
and therefore zrresistible. Vide sec. 132. This 
use of the term has since been retained in theo- 
logy, even by those who have discarded the er- 
roneous opinions of Augustine. 

Xapes is used in the Bible to denote (a) the 
undeserved divine favour towards men in general ; 
(b) the result and proof of this favour in the par- 
ticular blessings bestowed; and (c) more espe- 
cially the blessings for which we are indebted to 
Christ, pardon, the forgiveness of sins, and all 
the Christian privileges connected with forgive- 
ness. Hence all the operations of God on the 
hearts of men, in promoting repentance and holi- 
ness, are comprehended by the sacred writers 
under the term yapcs, as being the most distin- 
guished favours; although these are not the 
only favours intended by this term in its scrip- 
tural usage, but the others now mentioned are 
also often designated by it. Vide s, 88, II., 
note. 

The whole series of operations and means 
which God employs to bring men to the enjoy- 
ment of the blessedness procured by Christ is 
called in theology, economia gratizx, the aecono- 
my or dispensation of grace, (Germ. Gnadenan- 
stalt, or Einrichtung.) Theologians distinguish 
here (a) actus, or operationes gratix—i. e., the 
gracious, salutary influences (also called auwtlia 
gratie) by which men are brought to salvation, 
and (8) the media gratiz—i. e., the means 
which God employs in exerting these influ- 
ences on the hearts of men; the means of re- 
pentanee or holiness. ‘These means are, the 
Word of God—the divine doctrine, especially 
that made known through Christ. The theolo- 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


gians of Ttibingen have sometimes given the 
name gratia applicatrix to these divine opera- 
tions, because, through them, God applies to us” 
the merit of Christ to be embraced by faith— 
i. e., he places us in a condition in which we 
actually realize the fruits of Christ’s merits. 

(2) These operationes gratiz are sometimes 
called the office of the Holy Spirit, (offietwm, or 
munus Spiritus Sancti, or better, his opus, busi- 
ness, work, cf. s. 105, I. 2,) because the saneti- 
fying divine influences are frequently aseribed 
in the scriptures to the Holy Spirit. Some the- 
ologians have ascribed a fourfold, and others a 
fivefold office to the Spirit, in renewing the 
heart of man—viz., eleneticum, didacticum, px- 
deuticum, paraclczicum, and others, epanorthott- 
cum. ‘A different division is made by others. 
This form of the doctrine is derived from the 
passage, John, xvi. 7—15. But there the thing 
principally intended is the instruction which 
the apostles should receive from the Holy 
Spirit, by which they themselves should be 
enabled to teach men, to exhort them to repent- 
ance, and to convince (éaéyyecv) them of their 
unbelief. This passage, then, does not speak 
of the renewing influences of the Holy Spirit 
on the hearts of a// Christians; though all these 
renewing influences are, beyond a question, as- 
cribed everywhere in the scriptures to God, and 
especially to the Holy Spirit. Vides. 131. 

Note-—The various, and mostly fruitless, 
controversies which have prevailed among the- 
ologians, especially since the time of Augus- 
tine, respecting the manner in which the agency 
of God is exerted in renewing the heart of man, 
and likewise the various technical terms and 
fine distinctions which have been introduced, 
have rendered this article one of the most diffi- 
cult and involved in the whole system of theo- 
logy. These subtleties, however, should have 
no place in the religious instruction given to the 
unlearned Christian. “It is sufficient for him to 
know (1) that he owes his renewal not to him- 
self and his own powers, but (2) that it is the 
result of that powerful divine assistance which 
God denies to none for this purpose; (3) that 
faith and repentance are not produced by an ir- 
resistible influence, but that man can resist 
them; (4) that in the case of those who enjoy 
the Word of God (revealed religion), the sav- 
ing change is effected by God, through this 
Word, as a means; and that (5).those, there- 
fore, who énjoy the Word of God are to expect 
no divine assistance entirely disconnected from 
it, though they may look for this assistance in 
connexion with the faithful use of the Word of 
God; and that, accordingly, (6) man must not 
be passive and supine in this work, but care 
fully use all the opportunities and means which 
divine grace affords him. 

Erasmus remarked in his work, «Contra 
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‘ibrum Lutheri de servo arbitrio,” that it is not 
essential that one should be able to determine 
accurately and logically the manner in which 
grace operates on the heart, if he only inwardly 
experiences these renewing influences. Not 
every one who imagines that he understands 
the manner in which the divine agency is ex- 
ened has himself, of necessity, actually expe- 
rienced it, and the reverse. Nor is it either ne- 
cessary or possible, in particular cases, to deter- 
mine definitely how much man himself (natura) 
has coutributed to his own improvement, and 
aow much grace has done for him, provided he 
sincerely believes that he owes his entire re- 
newal t> the unmerited divine compassion. 
Vide Morus, p. 229, note, and p. 236, 237. 


SECTION CXXX. 


WHAT ARr* THE OPERATIONS OF DIVINE GRACE 
FOR PROMJUTING THE REPENTANCE AND SALVA- 
TION OF THOSE WHO LIVE IN CHRISTIAN LANDS} 
AND WHAT MEANS DOES GOD EMPLOY IN EXERT- 
ING THESE INFLUENCES ON THEIR HEARTS ? 


I. In what the Operations of Divine Grace consist ; 
and in what order they follow. 


We shall first exhibit this doctrine in the form 
in which it is commonly treated in theological 
systems, and then shew how it may be more 
simply and intelligibly represented. 

(1) The common method in theological 
schools is to describe these various divine ope- 
rations by figurative terms drawn from the 
Bible, often using them, however, in a differ- 
ent sense from that in which they are there 
used, and then to treat particularly and sepa- 
ately of calling, illumination, regeneration, 
union with God, sanctification, and renovation. 
The result of this has been, that these particu- 
lar parts are conceived of as different and dis- 
tinct, while in truth they are most intimately 
connected. Vide s. 126, in prin. Theologians 
make the following division of these infiuences, 
and suppose them to follow in this order :—(a) 
Man is invited by the truths of the Christian 
religion to repent and accept the salvation of- 
fered him, (vocatio.) (b) He now attains a pro- 
per, lively, and salutary knowledge of Chris- 
tian truth, (i//uminatio.) (¢) When the under- 
standing entertains just views, then the wil is 
renewed. Good feelings and dispositions arise 
in place of sinful ones, (regeneratio.) (d) This 
work of illumination and regeneration must be 
carried on by ever-increasing divine influences ; 
and thus progressive sanctification, or entire 
holiness, will be effected; and the higher the 
degrees of divine influence, the more closely 
will man become united with God, (wnio mys- 
fica.) The proper scriptural import of most of 
these terms was explained s. 1263 and the uno 
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mystica in s. 119, I. 3. Cf. Morus, p, 232. 
Calling and illumination still remain to be ex- 
plained. 

(2) Lllumination. This word is commonly 
explained in theology in such a way as to ren+ 
der it applicable only to the true believer. It 
denotes that true and living knowledge of the 
doctrines of salvation which has a powerful effi- 
cacy upon the will, which is not the case with 
the knowledge which unregenerate men pos- 
sess. So that, as theologians explain it, //u- 
minare aliquem is the same as cum effectw salu- 
tart docere aliguem. Of such a kind, indeed, 
must our knowledge be, in order to be salutary 
and saving; and to make it so is the object of 
the divine influences. In the Bible, however, 
this term is differently used in a wider and nar- 
rower sense. To enlighten, gwziGew, Xn, 
means, (a) to instruct, teach. It is used by the 
LXX. as synonymous with dvdaoxeuy, x. 7. de 
And human teachers are said to enlighten men 
as well as God. ‘Thus, Eph. i. 18, «* The eyes 
of the understanding being enlightened ;’’ and 
ili. 9, pariGew; and 2 Cor. iv. 6; Heb. vi. 4, 
partiouos. For as is intelligence, clear know- 
ledge, and the opposite, oxdros, is ignorance. 
Of the same import is the phrase, dvouyeu cous 
dpSaruots, Acts, xxvi. 18, &c. All this is the 
same as the phrase, dotvar yraow oarnpias, 
Luke, i. 77. (8) Light and darkness also sig- 
nify prosperity and adversity. Hence, in the 
scriptural use, (y) both meanings are some- 
times united in these words, (in the widest 
sense)—instruction, and the happiness which 
results from it. Thus Christ is said poriGew 
tov xdoomov, and to be pas xdonov, a teacher and 
benefactor of the world, John, i. 43 viii. 12. In 
the scriptures, therefore, illumination signifies, 
instruction in those truths which God gives to 
men for their salvation. It is always the end 
of this illumination to influence the will and to 
promote holiness; but through the fault of man 
this end is not always attained. ‘Those with 
respect to whom the design of God is attained 
are savingly enlightened. But in a wider sense 
even the wicked may be said, according to the 
scripture use of this term, to be enlghtened—i. 
e., converted. Hence pwrodévres is frequently 
a general name of those who live in Christian 
lands, because they are better instructed, al- 
though they are not all savingly enlightened. 

(b) Calling, gracious calling. Theologians 
understand by this term the offer of the bless- 
ings purchased by Christ which is made to 
men, whether they accept the offer or not. This 
use of the term has its origin principally in 
some of the parables of Christ, in which he de 
scribes the blessings of the Messiah’s kingdom, 
or Christian privileges, under the image of a 
great feast, to which many guests (xexanuéroe) 
are invited, many of whom despise the invitae 
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tion, ard only a few accept it, as Matt. xxu. 3, 
seq. Now some have undertaken to apply this 
beautiful figure employed by Christ to all the 
cases in which xajous, xAqtor, xarerv occur in 
the apostolical writings, by which the greatest 
violence is done to these terms. In most of the 
passages of the New Testament, in which 
xaascy stands without any further qualification, 
it signifies, not merely to offer Christian privi- 
leges to any one, but actually to impart them. 
It denotes admission into the Christian church, 
and the enjoyment of Christian rights. Kayzoc 
are those who have not only received an invita- 
tion to become Christians, but are real Chris- 
tians, (such as are admitted ;) and xazjous is, in 
general, that divine favour conferred on any one 
by which God counts him worthy of the privi- 
leges of Christianity. It is therefore frequently 
a blessing bestowed only upon actual Chris- 
tians. Kazocs therefore frequently signifies the 
particular advantages which any one obtains by 
means of Christianity. Vide Romans, i. 7; 2 
Thess. ii. 14; 2 Peter, i. 3; Eph. iv. 4, zasis 
xanosas. Heb. ili. 1, xayovs éxovparios, &c.; 
and when Christ says, Matt. xx. 14, many are 
called, (enjoy the advantages of Christian in- 
struction,) few belong to the chosen, (those who 
are truly good and acceptable to God.) . 

But what is the origin of this use? From the 
ancient use of the words snp and xorcv. They 
were used to denote caliing—i. e., accepting, re- 
ceiving ; designing or nominating any one to a 
particular service, employment, office, privilege, 
&c. Hence it was said of priests and prophets 
whom God took into his service, that they were 
called ; and so of Abraham, whom he chose to 
be his peculiar friend; and of the Israelites, 
whom he received and selected from others, as 
his own people—e. g., Is. xlviii. 12. The 
particular members of the Christian society to 
whom this benefit happened are called xayzov. 
Thus Paul uses the words xanos, and xarcev 
the external election of the Israelites to be the 
people of God, Rom. xi. 29, and ix. 11. This 
phraseology was now applied to Christians, 

denoting partly their external reception in the 
Christian community, (Rom. ix. 24,) and partly 
all the advantages and blessings which they re- 

_ceive through Christianity. We are able, there- 
fore, according to Morus, to distinguish three 

different uses of the word xaacty in the New 
Testament, when it is used in reference to reli- 
gion—viz., (a) to admonish or counsel any one 
for his best good; (2) to instruct him as to his 
welfare, to point out to him and furnish him the 
means of attaining it, (faith in Christ, which is 
active in good works ;) (c) to offer and promise 
this good to any one. So in the parables of 
Christ. When, therefore, God is said to call 
any one, the meaning is, in the theological 
sense, that he teaches him, or causes him to be 
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instructed in the truths of salvation, that he may 
embrace them, and act accordingly, and that he 
promises him all the blessings and privileges 
connected with the Christian doctrine. 

(2) The method best adapted to the nature 
of the subject is to divide all which God does 
to assist us in obtaining the blessings promised 
in the gospel into three principal classes—viz., 

First. The first divine influences are in- 
tended to communicate to man the knowledge 
of the truths of the Christian religion, and of 
the blessedness purehased by Christ for man- 
kind, (c//uminatio, in the wider sense.) This 
must necessarily come first; for how can a man 
be disposed to desire or accept a divine favour 
of which he knows nothing? Paul therefore 
says, very justly, Rom. x. 14, «How should 
they serve God in whom they do not believe? 
And how should they believe in him of whom 
they know nothing (ot ox 7xovcev) t And how 
should they know anything of him without be- 
ing instructed ?” By this instruction man be- 
comes acquainted with the divine decree, (pre- 
destinatio,) that the happiness promised through 
Christ is intended even for him, and that he 
must appropriate it to himself; that Christ has 
redeemed him, died for htm; and that he there- 
fore may obtain the forgiveness of sin, and eter- 
nal salvation, &c. In this way man is juvited 
to receive and obey the Christian doctrine, that 
his heart may be thus disposed; ard this is 
called vocatzo, in the widest sense. 

This calling is sometimes said to be wniversal. 
If by this is meant that the Christian religion 
and the blessedness attainable by it is actually 
offered to all, and that all have opportunity to 
become acquainted with it, and that those who 
do not know and receive it can blame only 
themselves, the statement is false, and contrary 
to historical fact. For the blessings of Chris- 
tianity are not published, even to the present 
day, to all nations, to ‘say nothing of all men; 
because God must know that at present all are 
not prepared to receive these blessings, though 
doubtless he does not wholly neglect even such, 
but in a different way conducts them to all that 
happiness of which they are capable, and will 
doubtless continue to do so throughout the future 
world. Vides. 121, II. Cf. s. 88, II. 

In another sense, however, this gracious call- 
ing is truly and scripturally said to be univer- 
sal; in the sense, namely, (a) that all people 
and individuals have free access to the grace of 
God in Christ as soon as they have opportunity 
to become acquainted with it; and (4) that every 
real Christian, without exception, may enjoy the 
whole sum of blessedness procured by Christ, 
by complying with the prescribed conditions, 
(torts xai werdvora, Art. xi.) 

Secon. The next class of operations go ta 
Secure our actual enjoyment of the blessedness 
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~ promised us and procured for us by Christ. 
These operations take effect when man no 
longer acts in opposition to the knowledge 
which his understanding has received; but 
faithfully complies with it, follows what he 
knows to be right, and allows his will to be 
governed by it; so that his knowledge is no 
longer dead, but living. It is in fact the same 
divine agency which enlightens the understand- 
ing and renews the will. Whatever is done in 
the understanding has the renewal of the will for 
its object, and is for this end effected. This 
divine agency has for its aim the production of 
faith and repentance, the excitement of Chris- 
tian dispositions, and the salutary consequences 
thence resulting ; Rom. v. 5, xvetua ayov 3 xiv. 
17, Stxaostvyn, eipyyn, zopd, év mvetwarte ayie. 
Tit. ili, 4—7. The pouring out of the Holy 
Spirit is, in this passage, producing and com- 
municating the Christian temper of which God 
is the author, and by which we become xanpovo- 
wot Gans aiwviov. 

This is caling in the stricter sense, [or effec- 
twal calling,] and regeneration (conversio transi- 
ttva) in the theological sense; s. 126. 

When any one feels a firm and lively convic- 
tion of the truths of salvation with which he is 
acquainted, God grants him power to subdue his 
sinful desires, and cheerfully to obey the divine 
precepts. ‘Thus (a) the internal hindrances to 
faith and repentance, by which we are kept from 
the enjoyment of spiritual happiness, are re- 
moved ; and ignorance, error, prejudice, and the 
prevailing bias to sense, are weakened. Vide 
Morus, p. 226, n. 1, where the texts of scripture 
are cited. (4) On the contrary, man is led by 
God to entertain better views, is inclined to 
faith and repentance, and is brought into a state 
in which he is ready and able to repent and be- 
lieve. Both of these particulars are comprised 
in the expression of Christ, God draws (éaxtew) 
men to believe in him—i. e., he convinces them, 
and renders them disposed to this duty, John, 
vi. 44. Vide Morus, p. 227, Note 2. 

Tuirp. The third class of divine operations 
relates to the preservation of faith, and the con- 
tinuance of the entire happy condition resulting 
from it. Faith is saving only on certain condi- 
tions. These are, its firmness, growth, and in- 
crease, and the shewing of it by good works, 
or Christian virtues. Vide s. 124,1V. This 
class comprehends, therefore, (a) those divine 
operations and institutions which tend to in- 
crease our knowledge of the great truths of sal- 
vation, and perfect our acquaintance with them. 
The state resulting from these influences is 
zommonly ealled éliuminalio regenitorum. (0) 
Those influences by which the Christian is ad- 
vanced in holiness and fitted for the practice of 
Ehristian virtue, so as to attain a habit of good- 
ees, (renovalio and sancttficatio, in the theolo- 
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gical sense; s. 126.) Both of these influences 
are noticed 2 Thess. ii. 17, ©cds—ornpiEau bpag 
éy navtt AOy@ xal Lpy@adyasa. The latter 
is mentioned 1 Thess. v. 23, @c0s—Gyedoae das 
onorenecs. Cf. iii, 13. 

_ Note-—When the enlightening of the mind 
into the knowledge of the truths of salvation 
and the learning of these truths is spoken of, it 
is only so far as these truths are practical, and 
stand in connexion with the plan of salvation 
(Art. xi.), and so have an influence on the holi- 
ness or moral improvement of men. These 
illuminating divine influences are not intended 
to convey learned theological science to the 
mind, or to teach the holy scriptures theoreti- 
cally. All this must be done by each individual 
by his natural efforts. ‘The divine influences 
are directed only to moral ends, producing faith 
and repentance, and renewing the heart. It 
is therefore possible for an unregenerate and 
wicked man, who has not therefore experienced 
these renewing influences, to possess a funda- 
mental theoretic knowledge of religion, which 
he may have acquired by his own diligence. 
And if he is a teacher, he may clearly explain . 
to others the doctrines of the Bible, and convince 
them, and thus be the means of good. Cf. Phil. 
i. 16—18. This good, however, will be very 
much prevented by the fact that hearers give 
much more regard to the example than to the 
doctrines of their teacher, and that what does 
not go. from the heart does not commonly reach 
the heart. Again; these divine influences have 
different degrees, since the capacity for them 
is different in different men. Vide s. 124, III. 


II. The Means which God employs in producing 
these effects. 


The doetrine of the protestant church has 
always been, that God does not act émmediately 
on the heart in conversion, or, in other words, 
that he does not produce ideas in the under- 
standing and effects in the will, by his absolute 
divine power, without the employment of exter- 
nal means. This would be such an immediate 
illumination and conversion as fanatics contend 
for, who regard their own imaginations and 
thoughts as effects of the Holy Spirit. Morus, 
p- 231, note. The doctrine of the protestant 
church is, that God exerts these reforming in- 
fluences mediately ; and that the means which 
he employs with those who have the holy scrip-_ 
tures, is the divine doctrine taught in them, espe- 
cially the truths of Christianity, in their full ex- 
tent, comprising Jaw and gospel, (precept and 
promise.) On this subject, cf. s. 123, Wig 1G 
is only through the medium of these truths that 
these effects are produced, and not in a direct 
manner. 

The sacraments, Baptism and the Lord’s Sup- 
per, are enumerated among the means of grace, 
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and are so called. This is proper, if we remem- 
ber that these sacraments do not exert an in- 
fluence through themselves alone, as external 
rites of religion, but only as connected with the 
word of God, or so far as the truths of the Chris- 
tian religion are connected with them, are sen- 
sibly exhibited and impressively set forth by 
them, and so through their means are personally 
appropriated by men. Everything here comes 
back to the Word of God, or the revealed doc- 
trines of Christianity, which is the medium 
through which God exerts his influence, even 
in the sacraments, 

The fact that God exerts these influences in 
the conversion of men, through the doctrines of 
revelation, is established, 

(1) By such passages of scripture as ex- 


pressly declare that faith, repentance, and holi-- 


ness, are excited and produced in the human 
heart by God, through the influence of Christian 
truth; as 2 Pet. i. 3, «The divine power hath 
given us, by means of the Christian doctrine 
(énvyveots), all the means which we need in 
order to live piously and godly.”” Rom. x. 17, 
18, 7 mtores & axons; cf. ver. 14. James, i. 18, 
‘God has renewed us Aoy@ darSecas.”? Con- 
nect with these all the texts in which the Chris- 
tian doctrine is compared with seed sown by 
God, falling upon the human heart, and bear- 
ing fruit, Luke, vill. 11, seq.; 1 Pet. i. 23, 
oxopa. 1 John, ili. 9, onépua AdTov péver év 
ai7vg. 1 Thess. ii. 13; 2 Tim. iii. 16; John, 
viii. 31, 32. 

(2) The texts which declare that through this 
divine doctrine Christians are brought to the en- 
joyment of blessedness, and are preserved in it. 
John, xvii. 17, 20; 2 Cor. ili. 6, rvevua Cwororec, 
1 Tim. iv. 16, “If thou rightly teachest the 
Christian doctrine ceavroy oases xal axovovtas 
cov.’ Ephes. vi. 13—17, where it is shewn in 
ficures that by the right use of the Christian 
doctrine one may advance far in all Christian 
virtues, and may secure himself against apos- 
tasy. 1 John, v. 4, « By your faith in the Son 
of God you overcome the world.’’? James, i. 
21, the Christian doctrine is called Zugvros Ad- 
yos—l. @., the doctrine implanted in Christians, 
in which they are instructed; as Paul uses 
guveverv, 1 Cor. iii. 6, seq., adding Svrausvos 
casa uxas ducy. Morus cites other passages, 
p- 225, s. 1, note 1. 

NVote.—It has become common in theological 
schools to denominate the divine doctrine, the 
sum of which is contained in the holy scriptures, 
the Word of God, from a literal translation of 
DIAN DI, pywa, OF Adyos @xov, or Xpotov. This 
term denotes the declarations, oracles, revela- 
tions made in the Bible, and hence the divine 
doctrine, or instruction in general, as Psalms 
exix,, civ., cv., &c. Thus in the New esta- 
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ment the Christian doctrine is denominated _ 
simply Adyos. In later times it has become 
common to call the Bible itself, considered as a 
book, the Word of God, and many have ascribed 
a divine and supernatural power to the Bible as 
a book. In this way occasion has been given 
to the mistake of ascribing to the book, as such, 
what belongs to the truths or doctrines contained 
init. This is never done in the holy scriptures 
themselves. There the Word of God is the di- 
vine doctrine itself, with which we are made 
acquainted by this book, but which can be effi- 
cacious without the book, as it was in the first 
ages of Christianity, before the writings com- 
posing the New Testament were written. For 
the power lies not in the book itself, but pro- 
perly in the doctrine which is contained in the 
book. Vide Toellner, Ueber den Unterschied 
der heiligen Schrift und des Wortes Gottes, in 
his ** Vermischten Aufsatzen,” 2te Samml. s. 
88, f. 


SECTION CXXXI. 


HOW IS THE DIVINE ORIGIN OF THESE GRACIOUS 
RENEWING INFLUENCES PROVED FROM THE HOLY 
SCRIPTURES ! AND REMARKS IN EXPLANATION 
OF THE SCRIPTURAL PHRASEOLOGY ON THIS 
SUBJECT. 


I. Scriptural Proof of the Divine Origin of the 
Inflwences of Grace. 


Many texts are frequently cited here which 
do not belong to this subject, but which refer 
only to miraculous gifts, which the apostles and 
some of the first Christians received, and not 
at all to the renewing influences which are im- 
parted to all Christians. Such are 1 Cor. xv. 
10; 2 Cor. iii. 18. Still there are many texts 
which relate directly to this subject, a few only 
of which will be here cited, rnder two principal 
classes. ‘ 

(1) The texts which teach bat God, or, what 
is the same thing, the Holy Svésit, works by his 
power in the hearts of Christiens, 1 Thess. ii. 
12; Ephes. i. 19; Rom. viii 1- -6 Hence the 
whole renewed and sanctified state of the true 
Christian is denominated vvetua and goorvnua 
mvevuatos, aS in the passaves cited. Vide s. 
123, II. 1, and s. 124, II. ‘Through this influ- 
ence, the flesh or sense (doo caprdce, coe) 
loses its dominion over rea*on, and the wil! is 
renewed 3 all which results trom God. or from 
the Holy Spirit, who dwellx and works in the 
hearts of Christians. 

Now in the same way as the influence of God 
or of the Holy Spirit (évépyeua, évepyet avetjra) 
takes place in true Christians, the évépveva rou 
Tarava, capxds, x. T-A.) Works in unbelievers ¢ +d 
sinners—e. g., Ephes. ii. 2; cf. 1 19,20. fw 
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as Satan is regarded and described as the author 
of evil and wickedness in depraved and unbeliev- 
ing men, so is God the author of goodness and 
virtue in enlightened Christians. So Rom. v. 
5; Ephes. iv. 30, aumety mveiua dywov, to coun- 
teract by sin his salutary influences. 

(2) The texts in which all the specific spiri- 
tual benefits which Christians enjoy are ascribed 
to God, or to the Holy Spirit, as the author, or 
efficient cause. There is not one among all 
these benefits which is not somewhere described 
as produced by divine influence. Thus (a) in- 
struction in Christianity (illuminatio), John, vi. 
45, 65; Ephes. i. 17, 18, « God gives us xvetua 
sopvas by the Christian doctrine ;” 1 Thess. iv. 
93; 1 Cor. xii. 3, 8. (6) Conversion and faith, 
and the entire sum of Christian blessedness 
(xanors), Phil. i. 6; Ephes. i. 115 ii. 5, 103 iii. 
16; Acts, xvi. 14; 2 Tim. ii. 25. (c) The ef- 
fects and consequences of faith; such as good in- 
tentions, readiness to good works, and skill in 
doing them, Ephes. iii. 16; 2 Pet. i. 3; 2 Thess. 
li. 17; Rom. xv. 5. Indeed, the very execution 
of our good purposes is represented as the work 
of the Spirit, 1 Cor.i.8; 1 Pet. v.10; Rom. 
Rie bie ts xyes y>,) Phileas 12) 13, 
*¢ The Christian who is in earnest about his own 
salvation should exhibit all diligence and zeal; 
and yet he should cast himself upon the divine 
guidance and assistance, since he can do nothing 
of himself. For it was God who had awakened 
in the Philippians (when Paul was among them) 
a serious desire for salvation, and who aided in 
the execution of this desire, (although Paul 
was absent from them.) And this he did ixép 
evdoxias—i. e., for all this the Philippians were 
indebted to the mere mercy of God, to his free, 
gracious will.” 


II. Remarks Explanatory of the Scriptural Phrase- 
ology on this subject. 


(1) There are many passages in the Bible 
which, taken by themselves, appear to affirm an 
immediate influence of God in the renewal of 
men—an influence, therefore, which is mzracu- 
lous and irresistible, and involving an exertion 
of his bare omnipotence. And so there are pas- 
sages, where, on the other hand, it seems to be 
taught, that God denies and withholds from men 
the means for their improvement, and renders 
them hard, obdurate, &c. In other passages, 
however, it is expressly said that God employs 
means, and that these are accessible to all men. 
Vide s. 130, II. These influences are described 
in these very passages as resis/ible. It is dis- 
tinetly taught that man is not to be compelled ; 
that he himself must not be inactive about his 
own moral welfare; that he is free to will and 
shoose good or evil. Hence good and evil ac- 
tions are ascribed to man himself, and considered 
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as imputable to him. We find these two ways 
of representing this subject connected together 
in the same manner in the Old Testament, and 
in other ancient writings—e. g., those of the 
Arabians and Greeks, Cf. the texts cited s, 
85, II. 3. According to these, God puts good 
and evil, wisdom and folly, into the hearts of 
men, and is the author both of their prosperity 
and their overthrow. And yet, according to 
these same writers, the good actions of men are 
rewarded by God, and their wicked actions pu 
nished by him, as their own actions ; whereas if 
they came from God, they would not be imput- 
able to those by whom they were performed. 

(2) Are not these two representations really 
contradictory 2? Such they may appear to ws, 
who are accustomed to different distinctions and 
expressions from those which were formerly com- 
mon respecting divine influences, the freedom of 
the human will, and its relation to Divine Pro- 
vidence. Those especially who are scientifically 
educated are apt to bring these subjects into a 
philosophical form, and to express them in scho- 
lastic terms. Hence in modern languages we 
have appropriate expressions with regard to free- 
dom, &¢e., even in common discourse. Such was 
not the case in ancient times. And for this rea- 
son we frequently find difficulties and contradic- 
tions where they saw none. On the one hand, 
the ancient world acknowledged, with us, that 
God governs everything, and’ that nothing can 
take place without his co-operation; on the 
other hand, they knew that the human will 
must at the same time remain free, because the 
actions of men would otherwise cease to be their 
own actions. If men were moved like machines, 
and wrought upon like statues, their actions 
could not be imputed to them. But in the an- 
cient world, the means by which God acts were 
not always so carefully distinguished as is com- 
mon at present. And even when these means 
were known, they were more seldom mentioned. 
The sacred writers, indeed, well understood 
them, for they frequently mention them, but not 
in every case distinctly. ‘Thus it happens that 
many things were generally described by the an- 
cients as the immediate effects of divine power, 
which actoally took place through the instru. 
mentality of means which were either unknown 
to them, or which they left unmentioned. And 
so, many effects of the divine agency which 
have a miraculous aspect were really produced 
by natural means. To those who are unace 
quainted with the ancient phraseology, the de- 
scription given of those effects in the ancient 
manner of thinking and speaking seems to ime 
ply that God brought them to pass by an imme- 
diate and irresistible agency. Vides. 70, Note 
ad fin. 

Now what did Augustine and his followe%» 
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do? They took only one class of these texts, 
and interpreted them as they would the lan- 
guage of accurate philosophers, without paying 
any regard to the extreme simplicity of style in 
which the Bible was written. They drew con- 
clusions and general doctrines from these texts, 
which were never drawn by the authors them- 
selves from these premises; and all this from 
ignorance of the ancient manner of thinking and 
speaking, Vides. 85. Illiterate persons have 
generally understood this scriptural phraseology 
better than others. 

From these passages, Augustine and his fol- 
lowers deduced the doctrine of the irresistible 
grace of God as something which is miraculous 
in its nature, and which, according to his uncon- 
ditional decree, he bestows upon some men, and 
withholds from others. Without this grace, man 
could not recover himself to holiness, because, 
since the fall, he possesses no freedom of will in 
spiritual things. Man can do nothing which will 
contribute to this end. He is entirely passive 
under these operations of grace. Augustine de- 
pended much on the passage, John, vi. 44, «* No 
man can come to me unless the Father draw 
him,”’ (de gratia irresistibili et particulari.) The 
meaning of this passage is, «* No man can come 
to me unless the conviction of the great love of 
the Father (in giving me tothe world from 
love to it) induces him, under divine guidance 
and co-operation, to come to me, and believe on 
me.” 

Even Origen (wept épzay, iii. 19) noticed both 
these classes of texts, and said that they should 
not be separated, but taken together, that they 
might not contradict one another, and that one 
sense might be deduced from them both. And 
in fact, the two things, the éarnest efforts of man 
and the assistance of God, are connected in the 
holy scriptures. Morus therefore observes, very 
justly, p. 225, s. 1, that the following result may 
be deduced from the various texts of scripture 
taken together :—* God leads us, by means of his 
truth, to faith and repentance.”’ Truth is the 
means which God employs for this end. So the 
symbols and the protestant theologians. Vide 
ubi supra, note 5. 

(3) The following ideas, though variously mo- 
dified, are found to have prevailed generally in 
the ancient world—viz., that all life, activity, and 
motion throughout the universe, proceed from 
spirits or invisible beings. And even the extra- 
ordinary and unusual mental excitements, the 
talents, acquisitions, courage, and magnanimity 
which appear among men, were derived from the 
inspiration of higher spirits, and viewed in con- 
nexion with them. 'They believed, too, very 
generally, in evil spirits, to whose influences 
(under the divine permission) they ascribed the 
wicked purposes, the errors, faults, and calami- 
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ties of men. Cf. s. 58, II. With this mode of 
representation the holy scriptures plainly agree 
throughout. Vide the article on the Angels. 
They however take no part in the superstitious 
notions which heathen antiquity, and even the 
great mass of the Jews, connected with this re- 
presentation, From all these they keep aloof. 
But, on the other hand, the Bible is equally far 
from agreeing with that modern mechanical 
philosophy which tends to set aside the influ- 
ence of spiritual beings, and, as far as possible, 
that of God himself. Aecording to the Bible, 
there are good and evil spirits, which in various 
ways operate’on the earth and on man. But 
there is especially a divine Spirit (v7? m>), in 
an eminent sense, which operates in and upon 
true Christians, as it did in the times of the Old 
Testament upon the Israelites. Christians are 
indebted to Christ for this Spirit, whence he is 
called zvetua Xpiorov, the Paracletus, the eoun- 
sellor of the pious, whom Christ sends in his 
own stead from the Father, John, xv. 16. As 
soon as any one believes in Christ, this divine 
Spirit begins to influence his heart, and, as it 
were, to dwell with him. And all the good 
which such an one now thinks or does—his 
knowledge, his holiness and happiness—he 
owes solely to him. He it is whom Christ 
truly enlightens in his understanding and guides 
into all the truth. Nor can he accomplish any- 
thing good without Ais agency. He does not 
however, exert his influence upon all in the same 
manner. He renews the heart and all the dis 
positions of every true Christian (dona spiritus 
sancti ordinarta}; but upon some in the first 
Christian church he exerted a peculiar agency, 
enduing them with the gifts of teaching, of 
working miracles, &c. (dona exiraordinaria.) 
Cf. 1 Cor. xii. 4—11, also s. 39, coll. s. 19, II., 
and s. 9, ITI., IV. 

To the great bulk of mankind, who are unac- 
customed to the arbitrary and mechaniea! philo- 
sophy of the schools, and who are unperverted 
by it, this simple and truly animating represen- 
tation, which is everywhere given in the New 
Testament, is more intelligible, clear, and con- 
soling, and has more influenee on their heart, 
and is more conducive to their moral improve- 
ment, thanall the philosophical and metaphysical 
reasonings on Divine Providence and co-opera- 
tion, how deep soever they may apparently be. 

(4) The uniform doctrine of the holy serip- 
tures is, therefore, that God effects the moral 
change and renovation of the human heart, not 
immediately, but mediately, and that the means 
which he employs is the Christian doeérine in all 
its extent, its doctrines, precepts, and promises, 
Vide No. 2, ad finem. But the Bible alsa 
teaches, that the cause of the effect which is 
produced by this divine doctrine ties not merely 
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In the power and weight of the arguments by 
which Christianity is proved, or of the truths 
which it exhibits, but principally in the power 
and agency of God, who, by means of this doc- 
trine, acts in the souls of men, Theologians 
say, “Divina efficientia a doctrina ipsa, ejusque vt 
et efficacia discernitur.” This clearly appears 
from the passages before cited, especially from 
1 Cor. iii. 6,7; Phil. ii, 12,13; 2 Thess. ii. 
15—17; i. 11; Ephes. i. 16—20; iii. 16—20; 
1 Pet. i. 15; Acts, xvi. 14, and many of the 
discourses of Jesus, especially those recorded in 
John—e. g., iii. 13—17, &e. 

This now entirely agrees with the promise of 
Christ, (@) that after his departure from the 
earth he would support by his constant and spe- 
cial assistance all those who should believe on 
him, even to the end of life; and (b) that the 
Holy Spirit of God should always work among 
them, through the Christian doctrine. This the 
apostles everywhere repeat. And so they de- 
scribe the whole moral renovation and perfection 
of man as the work of God, or of the Holy 
Spirit; Ephes. i. 19; James, i. 5, 18; where, 
however, this work is said to be accomplished 
Aoy@ GArSevas, ili. 17, seq.; Heb. xiii. 20, 21. 

When this doctrine is rightly understood— 
(i. e., in such a way that human freedom, or 
the moral nature of man, is not violated)— 
sound reason cannot object to it. For it affirms 
no new revelations or irresistible influences. 
The manner, however, in which this influence 
is exerted cannot be understood by reason, be- 
cause the subject belongs to the sphere of things 
above sense. This we are taught by Christ 
and the apostles. When Christ (John, iii.) 
had told Nicodemus that the Holy Spirit effects 
a moral regeneration in men, the latter thought 
the doctrine incredible, and was unwilling to 
believe it. Christ replied, (ver. 8,) that it 
would be unreasonable to consent to believe 
only what is directly perceived by the external 
senses, and the whole manner of whose exist- 
ence and operation we could see, as it were, 
with our own eyes. He illustrates this by a 
comparison with the wind, which we cannot 
see and follow with our eyes, but of whose ac- 
tual existence we may be convinced by its ef- 
fects; as, for example, by the sound which it 
makes. And such is the fact here. And there 
are a number of important passages of the same 
import, in the first epistle to the Corinthians, 
chap. i—iii., and especially ii. 14. Cf. Morus, 
p. 237. Here Juyexds GdvSpartos is not the natu- 
ral man, for which pvovxds would be the word; 
but the carnal man—i. e., (where objects of 
knowledge are spoken of,) one who will ac- 
knowledge and receive in religious matters no 
higher divine instruction and guidance, who 
will believe nothing but what he perceives by 
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his external senses, (cupxixds,) one who has no 
perception of the truths revealed by the Holy 
Spirit, (ra cov xvetwaros ayiov.) No wonder, 
therefore, that he does not yield his assent to 
these truths, and that they even appear foolish- 
ness (apa) tohim. For such doctrines require 
to be differently discerned from those which are 
merely of human discovery; they must be dis- 
cerned mvevuarixas. We reject human doc- 
trines, or renounce them, when they do not ia- 
struct or satisfy us. But since God cannot err, 
the truths which he has revealed, and which we 
know from our own convictions to be such, 
may not be judged of by us in the same man- 
ner. We are not at liberty to oppose or re- 
nounce them because they may chance to be 
displeasing to us, or because they may be hard 
and unintelligible. 

(5) But the scriptural views of the agency of 
God in producing the moral renovation of man, 
when carefully examined, are by no means in- 
consistent with the philosophy of the day. 
They agree in all essential points with the doc- 
trine which is confirmed by experience and 
reason, respecting the providence and agency 
of God. For (a) all abéhty and power which 
man possesses for perceiving the truth, and for 
choosing either good or evil, is derived solely 
from God. (b) But God must also coneur by 
his agency in the use and exercise of these 
powers, and preserve them to us in the moment 
of action. Vides. 69. (c) We owe it to God, 
too, that we have opportunities to exert our fa- 
culties, and objects about which we may em- 
ploy them. Through the divine ordering and 
government, we have teachers, and all the other 
internal and external assistances for acquiring 
knowledge of the truth, and for making progress 
in goodness. If we are deprived of these aids, 
we are not in a case either to understand the 
truth, to practise virtue, or to do anything great 
and useful. Vide s. 70. Everything from 
without which contributes to our moral good is 
ordered by Divine Providence and is employed 
by God for the promotion of his designs; so 
that to him alone are we indebted not only for 
all temporal, but also for all spiritual good; 
although by all this our freedom of will is not 
in the least impaired. Vides. 70,1. But being 
unable to fathom or comprehend the manner of 
the divine government, we cannot presume to 
determine positively 2ow God can or must con- 
trol us, and in what way he may, or may not, 
exert an agency in promoting our moral improve- 
ment. On this subject we must confine our- 
selves wholly to experience, and especially to 
the instructions of the holy scriptures, if we 
make them the ground of our knowledge. Nor 
must we renounce this doctrine because we can+ 
not understand the internal modus of it. 
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SECTION CXXXIL. 


A SKETCH OF SOME OF THE PRINCIPAL THEORIES 
RESPECTING THE OPERATIONS OF GRACE, AND 
THE FREEDOM (or ABILITY ) OF MAN IN SPI- 
RITUAL THINGS} AND THE CONTROVERSIES ON 
THIS SUBJECT IN THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH. 


I. Opinions of the early Greek Fathers. 


In the earliest ages, shortly after the time of 
the apostles, there was no controversy on this 
subject, as Augustine himself acknowledges. 
In the exhibition of this doctrine most of the 
first teachers contented themselves with that 
simplicity which prevails in the New Testa- 
ment. They so express themselves, that while 
they affirm, on one side, that man receives as- 
sistance (auailia) from divine grace, they still 
allow to him, on the other side, frecdom of ac- 
tion. Nothing was said from the first to the 
third century about zrresistible grace. Vides. 
79, in the History of the Doctrine of Original 
Sin. So Ireneus says in many passages, “ that 
God compels no man; that we are free, and can 
choose good or evil.’? Clement of Alexandria 
says, ‘that God indeed guides, but never binds 
our free wills; and that hence fo believe and to 
obey is in man’s power.”’ In the third century, 
Origen expressed his opinion still more defi- 
nitely than the fathers who had preceded him. 
In his work zepe dpydy, (I. iii. c. I.) he says, 
we are indebied for faith to God alone. He 
gave us the means of faith. From him come 
both the faculties which man has of doing right, 
and the preservation of these faculties. But 
the use of these faculties bestowed upon us de- 
pends upon ourselves. When therefore in some 
passages of the New Testament the improvement 
of man is ascribed solely to God, and in others 
to man himself, there is no contradiction. For 
even that which depends upon our own free will 
cannot take place without the divine assistance ; 
and God does not work in us without our own 
co-operation. For he does not bind the free 
human will. With these sentiments, Athana- 
sius, Basilius the Great, Chrysostom, and other 
fathers of the Greek church, perfectly agree. 

[ Note.—The early Greek fathers were led to 
insist thus strongly upon adrefotovor, erevSepiar, 
mpooipecu, (the self-determination, freedom of the 
will,). by standing in immediate conflict with 
the views of man prevailing throughout the hea- 
then world, and especially among the contem- 
porary Gnostic sects. Before Christianity was 
promulgated, it had. become almost universal to 
regard man as acting under the same necessity 
to which material nature is subjected. Evil 
was supposed either to belong to matter, and to 
be inherent in the human organization, or to re- 
sult from an irresistible fate and necessity. 
Thus the free and accountable agency of man 
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was theoretically obscured, and practically also, 
as far as the image of God, which is never 
wholly effaced, can be obscured by theoretic 
error and moral corruption. 

The publication of Christianity cast new light 
upon the condition and relations of man. While, 
by revealing a remedy, it implied his helpless- 
ness and need, on the other hand, by offering 
pardon, it implied his gud/t and exposure to pu- 
nishment, and by appealing to the divine por- 
tion in man it awakened him from his apathy 
as to moral obligation and effort. The whole 
nature of the Christian remedy, consisting not 
of magical or physical influences—which would 
have been requisite had man been under a na- 
tural necessity of sinning—but of moral means, 
calling our moral faculties into exercise, con- 
tained an implied contradiction to the pagan and 
Manichean philosophy, and struck at the root 
of every view which derives evil from a neces- 
sity of nature rather than from the perverted use 
of our moral powers. 

From these considerations it may be explain- 
ed that the early Greek fathers should have in- 
sisted so disproportionately upon the freedom 
of the human will, though they by no means 
went into the Pelagian excess of ascribing to it. 
an independency on divine grace. Had they 
been placed in as immediate contact with the 
stoical or pharisaical doctrine of human self-suf- 
ficiency, as with the Pagan and Gnostic idea of 
natural necessity, they would, doubtless, have 
given to man’s inability and dependence on 
God that place which human freedom and power 
now hold in their system. 

As it was, the excess to which the Greek. 
fathers carried this point laid the foundation for 
the divergency between the Eastern and West- 
ern churches, which will appear in the sequel 
of this sketch. 

With regard to the anthropological views of 
the Greek fathers of this period, cf. Neander, 
Kirchengeschichte, b. i., Abth. iii. s. 1049— 
1060.—Tr.] 


II. Opinions of the early Latin Fathers ; and the 
Doctrine of Pelagius. 


We find that most of the ancient Latin fa- 
thers agreed with this simple doctrine of the 
Greek church. So Hilary, of the fourth cen- 
tury ; nor were any objections made to him be- 
fore the time of Augustine, near the beginning 
of the fifth century. We find, however, in 
Africa, even before the time of Augustine, some 
traces of the peculiar expressions and senti- 
ments which were afterwards formed by him 
into a system, which he held in opposition to 
that of Pelagius. Tertullian, who in the rest 
of his system does not differ from the Greeks, 
Opposes gratiam divinam to natura, and says 
that the wis gratiz is potentior natura, (the 
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natural powers of men,) De Anima, c.21. He, 
however, allows to man liberi arbitrii potestatem. 
Cyprian, in the third century, comes still nearer 
to the opinions of Augustine. And indeed 
there must have been many in Africa before 
and at the time of Augustine who held the es- 
sentials of his system. 

This induced Pelagius, (who was a native of 
Britain, but who was extensively read in the 
works of the Greek fathers,) in the beginning 
of the fifth century, to analyze and collate the 
doctrines of the Greek fathers, and especially 
of Origen, and to draw consequences from them 
which they themselves had not authorized. He 
taught that three things should be distinguished 
in man, the posse, velle, and agere. For the 
faculty or power to do good men are indebted 
to God alone (gratiz), who had granted it to 
human nature. Jo will and to act depends upon 
man himself. Still men are so assisted by the 
grace of God that their willing and acting is 
facilitated. But the means which God makes 
use of in affording his aid are doctrina and reve- 
lattio. He made this last point more prominent 
than any of the teachers who had preceded 
him ; and this was well. But in other points 
he deviated from the doctrine of the Bible— 
viz., (a) by denying natural depravity ; (b) by 
deriving our ability to do good solely or princi- 
pally from the power with which our nature 
was originally endowed by God; (c) and by 
allowing to God no real instrumentality in the 
conversion and sanctification of men. Accord- 
ing to this system, God works only by means 
of the Christian doctrine—i. e., he is the author 
of this doctrine, which contains more powerful 
motives than any other. 

Against this system Augustine contended. In 
Africa, councils were held in opposition to Pe- 
lagius, in which his doctrine was condemned. 
The Christians of the Eastern church, of Pales- 
tine and elsewhere, did not, however, assent to 
this decision; and the same is true of many in 
the Latin churches beyond the bounds of Africa, 
and at first even of the Roman bishop himself. 
This was owing, partly to the extravagant zeal 
of Augustine, and to the mixture of many erro- 
neous opinions in his system; and partly to the 
guarded and ambiguous phraseology of Pela- 
gius, by which he concealed his departures 
from the scriptural doctrine. But at length 
Augustine succeeded so far in his efforts, that 
the doctrine of Pelagius was condemned, and 
the condemnation confirmed by the Emperor. 
And thus the theory of Augustine obtained the 
predominance, at least in the West. 


III. Augustine’s Doctrine respecting Grace. 


1) He held that human nature is so de- 
praved (s. 79) that it no longer possesses free- 
dom of will in spiritual things (carere libero 
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arbitrio in spiritualibus)—i. e., is unable to une 


derstand spiritual things, (the truths of salva 
tion contained in the seriptures,) or to act cons 
formably with them, without the divine instrue- 
tions contained in the scriptures, and the gracious 
assistance of God, although he may possess free- 
dom in natural things (diberwm arbitrium habere 
in naturalibus)—i. e., he may learn God from 
nature and reason, and fulfil many of his duties. 
The Bible, too, teaches that the wicked come 
at length to such a habit of sinning that they 
become the slaves of sin, (John, vii. 32, 36; 
Rom. vii. 23,) and that they can be delivered 
from this slavery only by faith in Jesus Christ 
and by divine assistance. Since now Augus- 
tine was led, by opposition to Pelagius, to ex- 
aggerate the doctrine of natural depravity, (vide 
s. 79, 80,) he represented the assistance afford- 
ed by God in the improvement of man as truly 
compulsory, and of such a nature as to infringe 
upon human freedom. ‘he ancient fathers, on 
the other hand, held to 7d abrsEoveroy, under- 
standing by this term, or the term liberwm arbi- 
trium, (which Tertullian first borrowed from a 
term in Roman law,) the power of man to 
choose good or evil freely and without compul- 
sion. This view was universally held in the 
Fast, and in the West, too, before the Pelagian 
controversies. 

(2) Augustine made a careful distinction be- 
tween nature and grace. Vides. 129, II., and 
Morus, p. 234, note 2. Grace alone can renew 
man; he can do nothing for this end by the 
powers of mere nature. And it is true, in a cer- 
tain sense, according to the Bible, that man 
alone cannot deliver himself ; that by his oun un- 
aided powers he cannot renew himself. But Au- 
gustine went further than this, and the additic as 
which he made are not scriptural. Man, he 
said, can do nothing which will at all contribute 
to his spiritual recovery. He is like a lump 
of clay, or a statue, without life or activity. 
Hence, he denied virtue and salvation to the 
heathen, and to all who are not enlightened by 
grace. Vides. 121. 

(3) This divine grace, which alone is ab’. to 
renew the heart, is described by Augustine as 
efficaw and sufficiens—i. e., alone sufficient to 
overcome the power of sin, (in which Augus- 
tine was right,) and also as ¢rresistibilis, For 
he conceived grace to be the direct operation of 
divine omnipotence, acting in a miraculous 
manner, qua voluntatem hominwm indeclinabili 
vt ad bona trahat, 

(4) Augustine made a threefold division of 
grace, founded on the doctrine which he held in 
opposition to Pelagius, that to will, to be able, 
and to perform, depend solely on divine grace— 
Viz., (a) gratia excitans or incipiens, that grace 
which renders the human will inclined to faith, 
excites good emotions, and produces the begins 
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nings of faith. Other names given to this in- 
cipient grace are, preveniens, pulsans, trahens, 
vocans, preparans. (b) Operans or efficiens, that 
grace which imparts faith and new spiritual 
powers for the performance of duty. God pro- 
duces good desires and determinations in man 
by the truths of the Christian religion. (¢) Co- 
eperans, perficiens, or assistans, that by which 
the believer is assisted after his conversion, so 
that he will be able to perform good works, and 
to persevere in faith. 

Augustine differed from all the theologians 
who had preceded him, in teaching that grace 
anticipated the human will, (prevenire volunta- 
tem.) This may be understood in a very just 
and scriptural sense. But Augustine meant by 
it nothing less than that the first good desires 
and determinations to amend are miraculously 
produced, or infused into the heart by divine 
grace; whereas the earlier theologians had uni- 
formly taught that God gives man, in the use 
of means, opportunity to repent, and that he 
guides and assists in this work by his own 
agency; but that man himself must be active, 
and must form the resolution to repent, and 
have a disposition to do so; in which case di- 
vine mercy will come to his relief, (quod volun- 
tas hominum preventat auxilia gratiz.) To this 
view, however, Augustine could not consent, 
because he denied all power to the human will. 
In this work, man, in his view, is entirely pus- 
sive. But many of his followers in the West 
differed from him in this particular, and adhered 
to the more ancient representation.. Afterwards 
they were frequently numbered with the Semi- 
Pelagians, and in the sixth century their doc- 
trine was condemned. 

(5) With respect to the manner in which 
saving grace operates, Augustine believed that 
in the case of those who enjoy revelation, grace 
commonly acts by means of the word, or the 
divine doctrine, but sometimes directly, because 
God is not confined to the use of means. On 
this point there was great logomachy. Real 
conversions, even in such extraordinary cases 
as that of Paul, are effected by the word of God, 
and the believing reception of it; although the 
circumstances under which the word is brought 
home to the heart may be extraordinary. 

(6) Augustine connected all these doctrines 
with his theory respecting the unconditional de- 
cree of God; respecting which vide s. 32. He 
taught that the anticipating and efficient grace 
of God depend not at all upon man and his 
worthiness, (susceptibility,) but solely on the 
decree of God. God, according to his own will, 
elected some, from all eternity, from the whole 
mass of mankind, in order to make them vessels 
of mercy, (susceptible of his grace ;) while from 
others he withholds this renovating grace, that 
they may be vessels of wrath. He imparts, in- 
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deed, to all the anticipating grace; but efficient 
grace only to a few—viz., the elect. Of this 
procedure none can complain; for God is not 
bound to bestow his grace upon any. Thus the 
efficacy (efficacta) of grace on the heart is made. 
by him to depend on the unconditional decree 
of God, (ab electione Det,) and also the opposi- 
tion (resistentia) of men: the latter on the de- 
cretum reprobationis. For God does not will to 
exert the whole power of his grace upon the 
heart of those who prove reprobate. Why he 
does not we are unable to determine; this is 
one of the unfathomable mysteries of the divine 
decrees. Such doctrines as these are distinctly 
expressed in many of the writings of Augus- 
tine,—as in his work, De predestinatione Sanc- 
torum. He is not, however, at all times con- 
sistent with himself; and feeling how hard his 
doctrine is, sometimes expresses himself less se- 
verely. [For a more complete view of the sys- 
tem of Augustine, cf. the Jan. No. of Bib. Repo- 
sitory, for 1833, Art. Augustine and Pelagius.] 


IV. Controversies on Particular Points in the 
Augustinian System. 


‘The system of Augustine respecting grace 
was, taken as a whole, made fundamental in 
the Western church in the ages succeeding his. 
Some adopted it entire, others only in part; 
most, however, dissented from it in some parti- 
culars, and lowered it down, so to speak. They 
retained many of his terms, but employed them 
in a more just and scriptural sense. Others, on 
the contrary, adopted the system of Pelagius, or 
endeavoured to compose a new system by com- 
bining his opinions with those of Augustine. 
The principal points on which a difference of 
opinion existed in the Latin church were the 
following—viz., 

(1) The doctrine of predestination. Although 
Augustine believed in unconditional decrees, 
this doctrine never became universal in the 
Latin church. Most of the members of this 
church, until the ninth century, held only to 
those passages in his works in which he ex- 
pressed himself with less rigour. But in the 
ninth century, when Gottschalk began to advo- 
cate unconditional decrees strenuously, a vehe- 
ment controversy arose. Vide s. 32, note. His 
principal opponents were Rabanus Maurus, 
Hinkmar, and others, who justly derived pre- 
destination from God’s foreknowledge of the 
free actions of men. In this opinion they had 
many followers, though a large number still 
adopted the theory of Augustine, after mode- 
rating and modifying it in various ways. To 
this party Peter of Lombardy and other school- 
men belonged. Luther and Melancthon (as 
well as Calvin and Beza) were at first strong 
Augustinians; but they afterwards abandoned 
his doctrine of predestination, while Calvin and 
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Beza still adhered to it, and made it a doctrine 
of their church. Vide the sections above cited. 
Between the seventeenth and eighteenth centu- 
ries the most violent controversies on this sub- 
ject raged in the Romish church, between the 
Jansenists, who were zealous Augustinians, 
and the Jesuits in the Netherlands and France. 
The latter agreed very nearly in sentiment with 
Rabanus, and had many supporters. 

(2) The doctrine of the freedom of the human 
will and its relation to the operations of grace. 
On this subject there are three principal systems. 

First. The Augustinian, which allows to 
man no freedom of will in spiritual things, ac- 
cording to the statement above made; No. iii. 
The strenuous adherents of Augustine above 
named entirely agreed with him in this particu- 
lar; and the doctrine of the entire inability of 
man in spiritual things, in the sense of Augus- 
tine, was zealously advocated by the Domini- 
zans, who in this followed Thomas Aquinas. 
Out of this arose the violent controversy which 
prevailed in the sixteenth and seventeenth cen- 
turies, de auxiliis gratiz, between the Domini- 
cans and Netherland theologians on the one 
side, and the Jesuits and their adherents on the 
other, and afterwards, in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, between the Jesuits and 
Jansenists. Luther, with Carlstadt and some 
others of his coadjutors, belonged at first to this 
high party. The former defended this doctrine 
in his book, De servo arbitrio, against Erasmus. 
Afterwards, however, his views became very 
much more moderate, and he retained but little 
more of the doctrine of Augustine than the 
terms in which it was expressed. He was fol- 
lowed by a large number of the theologians of 
his church. 

Secondly. The scholastic system. Most of the 
schoolmen endeavoured to moderate the theory 
of Augustine. They taught that grace is indeed 
powerful and efficacious, but that man is not 
compelled by it, and can resist it. The assent 
of the human will must accompany grace, with- 
out which it is inefficacious. They allowed, 
therefore, the freedom of the will in a certain 
sense. They held that the will of man can 
either follow or resist grace; while still they 
admitted that grace has a certain influence in 
the renovation of man, not indeed miraculous, 
but yet acting physically in connexion with the 
divine word. They were followed afterwards 
in the Romish church by the great body of the 
Jesuits, who on this account were involved in 
much controversy with the Dominicans, Jansen- 
ists, and others, who were strict Augustinians, 
and by whom they were accused of inclining 
to Pelagianism. At the time of the Reforma- 
tion, in the sixteenth century, this theory 
prevailed far and wide in the Romish church, 
and was defended by Eck and Erasmus against 
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Luther. It was adopted by Melancthon, and 
expressly avowed by him after the death of Lu- 
ther, and by the theologians of his school in the 
sixteenth century. Others, however, would not 
swerve from the earlier system of Luther, 
though the difference which now existed .be- 
tween the two parties was more in words than 
in reality. This doctrine was called by the lat- 
ter synergism, and its advocates synergists, be- 
cause they taught that the operations of grace 
are accompanied by the action of the human 
will. The principal advocate of this synergism 
was Vietorin Strigel, and its principal oppo- 
nent Flacius. Since that period the opinions on 
both sides have assumed a much more mode 
rate shape, and a great deal of logomachy has 
ceased; but there still remains a difference of 
opinion on this point in the protestant as well 
as in the catholic church. 

Thirdly. The system of Pelagius. Many think 
that this system is better than any other to re- 
move the contradiction between human freedom 
and the influences of grace. Pelagius entirely 
denies any physical influence of grace, and any 
alteration of the will effected by means of it. 
God, indeed, operates on men, but merely 
through the (natural) power of the truths of re- 
ligion, of which he is the author. Man has 
ability both to understand these truths and live 
according to them, and also ability to sin. And 
this is the freedom of will essential to man. 
God causes the renovation of the heart, but 
merely through the influence of Christian doc- 
trine, inasmuch as this doctrine, of which God 
is the author, contains more powerful motives 
to improvement than any human systems. Vide 
the Estimate, No. ii. ad fin. Many modern 
theologians have received this system entirely, 
and some have undertaken to interpret the com- 
mon ecclesiastical formulas and the Augusti- 
nian phraseology in conformity with it. Re- 
specting these controversies and systems vide 
the works of Vossius, Sirmond, Mauguin, 
Serry, Norisius; alsc the works of Semler, 
Walch (Ketzergeschichte), Résler (Bibliothek 
der Kirchenvater), and others. [Cf. Neander, 
Kirchengesch. b. ii. Abth. iii, Bretschneider, b. 
ii. s. 606.—TrR. ] 


V. Later History of this Doctrine. 


Since the seventeenth, and especially since 
the eighteenth century, many theologians of the 
protestant church have laboured to cast light on 
the doctrine of the operations of grace and the 
efficacy of the divine word, and to exhibit this 
doctrine in a manner correspondent with the 
principles of modern philosophy. Some have 
declared themselves decidedly in favour of the 
Pelagian system. Others have adopted it only 
in part, or, while they have held it, have dis 
guised their belief by using the terms of the 
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Augustinian or scholastic theory in an entirely 
different sense from what belongs to them, in 
reality denying physical influence. In this 
point, however, the protestant church is agreed, 
that the Holy Spirit does not act ¢mmediately, 
but mediately, through the word, s. 130, IL. 
So clearly do the symbols teach. Morus, p. 
231, n. 1. Still there is a great diversity of 
opinion on the question about the manner in 
which the Holy Spirit acts through the word, 
and on the question whether these operations 
may be denominated supernatural, and in what 
sense. On these points there are two principal 
theories prevalent in the protestant church. 

(1) Many hold that although grace operates 
through the word, there is still connected with 
the word a special power of the Holy Spirit, in 
enlightening and converting men. This power, 
however, is never exerted without, but always 
in connexion with the word. Conjunctum cum 
usw doctrine auxilium Dei, quod ille fert wtenti- 
bus ea, Morus, p. 228, note. The greater part, 
though not all of the early protestant and Lu- 
theran theologians, were of this opinion. So 
Melancthon. Some gave such a turn to this 
doctrine that they were suspected of fanaticism. 
This was the case with Herm. Rathmann, a 
Lutheran preacher in Dantzig, who affirmed in 
his work, ‘*Gnadenreich Christi,’’ 1621, that man 
is so depraved that the Word of God can by 
itself exert no power on his heart, unless the 
almighty power of the Holy Spirit is connected 
with it. Upon this a great controversy arose 
in the seventeenth century. Some, too, of the 
party of the pietists, in the eighteenth century, 
expressed themselves so vaguely on this point 
that they were suspected of fanaticism. But, 
in fact, neither their opinions, nor that of Rath- 
mann, can properly be called fanatical. Fana- 
tics and enthusiasts believe in an illumination 
and renovation of man effected ¢mmediately by 
God, without the use of the word, or the truths 
of the holy scriptures, of which consequently 
they speak with disregard. So, e. g., the 
Quakers. Vide Morus, p. 231, s. 5, for a brief 
view of their system. 

Many modern theologians have entirely de- 
parted from these views, (vide No. 2;) while, 
on the other hand, many have adhered to the 
more ancient theory, and defended it against all 
attacks. E. g., C. A. Bertling, Vorstellung 
was die Lutherische Kirche von der Kraft der 
heiligen Schrift lehre; Dantzig, 1756, 4to. The 
author of the «* Freundschaftliche Unterredun- 
gen liber die Wirkungen der Gnade,” 2te Ausg. 
4 thl.; Halle, 1774, 8vo. Also the « Briefe 
tiber die Wirkungen der Gnade,” by the same 
author, which is the best work in favour of this 
theory. Gottl. Christ. Storr, «De Spiritus 
Sancti in mentibus nostris efficientia, et de mo- 
mento ejus doctrine ;’’ Tubingen, 1777, 4to. 
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Cf. Gehe, Diss. inaug. de arguments quod pre 
divinitate religionis Christiane ab experientia 
ducitur; Gdttingen, 1796. 

This theory, however little it may accord 
with the prevailing principles of modern philo- 
sophy, is strongly supported by many passages 
of scripture, s. 130, s. 131, II. 4. 

(2) Others, on the contrary, hold that the 
divine and supernatural (though they do nct 
like to make use of this word) power of the 
word of God, by which man is converted, is not 
to be looked for in connexion with the word, 
but as belonging to the word itself. They thus 
consider the power by which man is renewed 
and made holy, to be in no sense a physical, 
but rather a logico-moral power. This opinion, 
which is fundamentally Pelagian, was ingeni- 
ously defended in the seventeenth century by 
Claud Pajon, a reformed theologian of Orleans; 
it led, however, to much controversy. This 
opinion was first fully exhibited in the Lutheran 
church, after the eighteenth century, by Joh. 
Ernest. Schubert, in his * Unterricht von der 
Kraft der heiligen Schrift ;’? Helmstadt, 1753, 
4to. It was against this work that Bertling 
wrote. Cf. No. I. It was afterwards defended 
by Spalding, «* Ueber den Werth der Gefiihle 
in Christenthum,”’ and by Eberhard, ‘ Apologie 
des Sokrates,” thl. i., iii. The most copious 
and learned work on this subject is, Junkheim, 
‘© Von dem Uebernaturlichen in den Gnaden- 
wirkungen ;”” Erlangen, 1775, 8vo. This the- 
ory has been adopted by most modern theolo- 
gians of the protestant church, and essentially 
even by Morus. They frequently employ, in- 
deed, the ancient phraseology and formulas, 
but in a different sense from that in which they 
were originally used—a sense which is consi- 
dered by them more rational, i. e., more con- 
formed to the philosophical system adopted by 
these modern theologians. We shall now give 
a brief historical account and illustration of this 
theory, which at present is the most popular and 
current among protestant theologians, adding, 
however, a critique as we pass along. 


SECTION CXXXIII. 
EXHIBITION OF THE MODERN THEORY RESPECTING 
THE DIVINITY OF THE OPERATIONS OF GRACE, 
AND THE POWER OF THE WORD OF GOD.* 


I. How does God act in promoting the Moral Im- 
provement and Perfection of Men? and in what 
consists the Divinity of the Operations of Grace 2 


(1) Gop does not act in such a way as to 


* How far I assent to this theory, either on scrip- 
tural or other grounds, will appear from the previous 
sections. Where I agree with it entirely, I shall 
state it as my opinion; wherever it appears to m6 
erroneous—i. e. not demonstrable from the Bible— 
I shall give it as the opinion of others. 
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infringe upon the free will of man, or to inter- 
fere with the use of his powers. Vide Phil. ii. 
12, 13. Consequently, God does not act on 
man immediately, producing ideas in their souls 
without the preaching or reading of the scrip- 
tures, or influencing their will in any other way 
than by the understanding. Did God operate 
in any other way than through the understand- 
ing, he would operate miraculously and irresisti- 
bly. And the practice of virtue under such an 
influence would have no internal worth; it 
would be compelled, and consequently ineapa- 
ble of reward. But experience teaches that the 
work of reformation and holiness is not effected 
violently and at once, but by degrees; which 
could not be the case if God acted irresistibly 
and miraculously. Experience teaches, too, 
that man can resist; and so the Bible says ex- 
pressly, Matt. xxiii. 37; Heb. iii. 8, seq.; John, 
vii. 17; Acts, vii. 51. We find, also, that the 
moral reformation of man cannot take place with- 
out earnest and zealous effort, (the working out 
of salvation with fear and trembling, Phil. ii.,) 
or the vigorous exercise of one’s own powers; 
and that man must be anything rather than pas- 
sive and inactive in this matter. The Bible 
teaches the same thing, and so requires of men 
that they should reform, change their heart, 
Acts, ii. 38; viii. 22. It exhorts them to in- 
crease in knowledge and virtue, Ephes. ii. 10; 
Tit. ii. 17; 1 Pet. ii. 1, 2, seq. And for what 
purpose has God given to man the direct reve- 
lation of his will, if it is not to be used and 
employed by God himself in promoting the sal- 
vation of men? Hence all genuine protestant 
theologians, on whatever other points they may 
differ, are agreed in this. 

(2) The divinity in the operations of grace 
consists, 

(a) In the doctrine revealed by God. For by 
means of this, faith is excited and preserved in 
men. This doctrine could not have been dis- 
covered by man without a divine revelation; 
and God is the author of all the effects which 
result from it. In the same way we properly 
ascribe to a discourse, or to a great writer, all 
the beneficial effects which may result from his 
discovery or writings, and regard him as the 
author of these effects. All this is true; but 
this is not all which the Bible teaches on this 
subject. The Bible teaches that besides this 
there is an agency of God connected with divine 
truth and accompanying it; or that there is con- 
nected with the divine word an operation of 
God on the hearts of men, having for its end 
their improvement and holiness. Vide s. 131, 
Il. 4. 

(&) In the wise and beneficent external institu- 
fions which God has established, by which man 
is led to the knowledge of the truth, and his 
heart is prepared and inclined to receive it. 


= 
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Who can fail to recognise the divine hand in 
these external circumstances, by which so pow: 
erful an influence is exerted upon us; and which 
are often entirely beyond our own control? 
How much does the moral culture and improve- 
ment of man depend on birth, parentage, early 
instruction, education, society, example, na- 
tural powers, adversity, or prosperity! Vide s. 
131, 11.4. These circumstances are frequently 
mentioned in the Bible, Rom. ii. 4, seq. Hence it 
follows that God has made wise arrangements for 
the good of man, which may properly be called 
grace, inasmuch as they are proofs of his unde- 
served goodness. It follows also that God 
withholds his assistance from none, and that 
the work of moral renovation is effected in a 
manner entirely adapted to our moral nature, 
not forcibly, irresistibly, instantaneously, but 


.gradually. Vides. 126, seq. 


Now, so far as the end which God has in 
view, in wisely ordering these circumstances 
and appointing these means, is attained—i. e., 
when man does not himself resist their influ- 
ence, this grace may be called efficacious. Still 
it is exerted in such a way that no one is com- 
pelled. Grace never acts irresistibly. ‘The re- 
newal of man is effeeted by God through the 
Christian doctrine, the influence of which can 
be resisted, because it acts on the will through 
the understanding; and the will is not necessa- 
rily determined, but only rendered disposed to 
determine itself for a particular object. In the 
physical world the law of sufficient reason and 
of necessity prevails; in the moral world, the 
law of freedom. God, therefore, who himself 
has given this law, will not act in contradiction 
to it. Frequently, however, one cannot prevent 
the good impressions and emotions which arise 
on hearing or reading the truths of the Chris- 
tian religion; just as he is unable to prevent the 
sensations or ideas which external objects pro- 
duce in his mind, through the senses. This 
observation, which is founded on the nature 
of the human soul, gave rise to the position 
which was taken in the controversies between 
the Jansenists and Jesuits; gratzam non esse 
irresistibilem, sed inevitabilem. Vor although 
man cannot prevent in every case good impres- 
sions and emotions, he is able to prevent the 
consequences of them in actual reformation. 


Il. In what manner does God operate on the heart 
of man through the Word, in promoting his Morat 
Improvement 2 
On this point theologians are divided. 

(1) The natural power of truth acts first on 
the human understanding. The Christian doe- 
trine makes us acquainted with God, with his 
feelings towards us, and with what he requires 
of us. It delivers us from ignorance and preju 
dice. For all this we are indebted to God. Gos 
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gave us these instructions that they might have 
an effect upon us—i. e., that they might act 
powerfully on the will, and excitein us good feel- 
ings and resolutions. Thus the consideratioa of 
the divine promises revealed in Christianity 
tends to lead our minds to repose confidence in 
God. The consideration, too, of these promises, 
and the examination of our conduct by the di- 
vine precepts, produces sorrow and repentance. 
These precepts and promises, which the Chris- 
tian religion makes known, are adapted to pro- 
duce zeal for virtue or holiness. At first our 
powers for goodness are weak; but by exercise 
they increase in strength and become confirmed. 
Vide Art. xi. All this takes place according to 
the natural laws of the human mind; but the 
effect produced does not cease on this account to 
be the work of God. 

(2) But the New Testament always ascribes 
to the Christian religion a greater power and 
efficacy in rendering men virtuous and happy 
than to any truth ever discovered or taught by 
man, or supported merely by arguments of hu- 
man wisdom. Thus Paul says, Romans, i. 16, 
edayyénmov Xprorod is Svvapis Oeov els owrnpraw 
novte ta meorevoves. In 1 Cor. i. and ii. he 
shews that the gospel had produced greater ef- 
fects than any human system ever did or could 
produce, although exhibited in the most eloquent, 
forcible, and convincing manner. Cf. John, 
vi. 63, and John, iii. Experience and history 
confirm this. Philosophers and moralists, who 
depend upon the internal strength and validity 
of their systems derived from human wisdom, 
have never been able to accomplish such great 
and wonderful results as the Christian religion 
has produced, although exhibited without elo- 
quence or human wisdom, What merely human 
teacher of morals could ever boast of so great 
and remarkable an effect from his instructions as 
we read of in Acts, ii. 37, and viii. 27—382 And 
whenee is all this? Some have thought it to be 
owing to the divine authority on which the Chris- 
tian doctrine is published. This authority, they 
say, exerts more influence on one who acknow- 
ledges it, and removes doubts and difficulties more 
easily, than the most convincing arguments and 
the most eloquent address, which depend on no- 
thing more than mere human authority. But 
why have not other religions, which have also 
been published on divine authority, produced 
these same effects? This divine authority can- 
not therefore be the on/y ground of the difference, 
With this must be connected the znternal excel- 
rence of the religion itself, and the salutary na- 
ture of its doctrines. These two taken together 
constitute the whole cause, so far at least as it is 
externally visible, of the facts under considera- 
tion. But even these do not satisfactorily ac- 
count for all the effects produced by the Christian 
doctrine; they are not assigned by the holy scrip- 
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tures as the principal cause from which these 
effects are explicable. The scriptures teach 
that the cause of these great effects does not lie 
merely in the power and weight of the doctrines 
of Christianity, and the evidence by which they 
are supported, but principally in the almighty 
power and influence of God, who through the 
Christian doctrine works in the souls of men. 
Vide s. 131, II. 4. This efficacy of the divine 
doctrine is called in theology, the power (vis, 
efficacia) of the divine word. 

(3) Inferences drawn from the preceding state- 
ment, . 

(a) The power of the word of God, or the 
agency of the Holy Spirit, is not physical but 
logico-moral—i. e., the Holy Spirit acts upon the 
human soul in a manner conformed to our ra- 
tional and moral nature. ‘This influence is 
founded in the knowledge of the truths of Chris- 
tianity, and of the motives contained in it, by 
which the human will is drawn, but not com- 
pelled. To this is added, on the part of man, 
the firm conviction of the divine origin and au- 
thority of this doctrine, and of the divine su- 
perintendence by which its effect on him is in- 
creased. Power to convince and reform is im- 
parted to and connected with the Christian doc- 
trine in the same way as power to germinate 
and grow is given to seed, and power to heal, 
to medicine. 

This last statement is in itself true and scrip- 
tural. Cf. Mark, iv. 28. Butit is not incon- 
sistent with the other equally scriptural view of 
the influence of.God on the heart of man. For 
he does not act on us otherwise than by means 
of the Christian doctrine, and consequently not 
in a compulsory and irresistible manner, but in 
a manner conformed to the moral nature of man, 
although the internal modus of his agency may 
be inexplicable to us. And who can explain the 
internal modus of the effects produced by God in 
the natural world? John, iii. 8. Vides. 131, 
II. 4. To believe, therefore, that there is an 
influcum (vim physicam, or as others express it, 
more guardedly, physico-analogam,) is, according 
to what has now been said, not contrary to scrip- 
ture, but conformed to it. 

() But however powerful the operation of the 
divine word, and of God by means of his word, 
may be, man himself must not, in the meantime, 
be inactive and sluggish; Phil. ii. 12,13. For 
the effect of the divine influence on the heart of 
any one depends on his making a right use 
and proper application of the divine doctrine, 
and on his whole conduct in regard to these di 
vine influences. If he disregards these influ 
ences, and neglects to iiaprove them in the 
proper manner, he can no more be benefited by 
them than one can be satisfied and nourished 
without the use of food. Such is the uniform 
representation of the Bible. Vide Mark, iv. 20 
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seq.; Luke, viii. 15, Kavéyew hoyoy Ev xapdca 
xary xat dyads), to embrace and obey the truth 
with an upright and sincere heart. 

(c) Theologians call the operations of grace 
supernatural, By this they cannot mean to de- 
note a direct, and of course irresistible, agency 
of God in the soul of man, or anything properly 
miraculous. ‘This term cannot, therefore, be 
taken here in that strict sense in which philoso- 
phers use it. According to the Pelagian theory, 
these influences can be so called only because 
they are exerted through the divine doctrine 
which is supernaturally revealed, (in respect, 
therefore, to the means by which they are ex- 
erted ;) and hence are more efficacious than mere 
unassisted reason could be. Thus we call super- 
natural knowledge, that for which we are in- 
debted to divine revelation, and natural, that to 
which we can attain through our own reflection. 
According to the theory of the ancient theolo- 
gians, which is more accordant with the holy 
scriptures, with Christ, and the apostles, these 
influences are also called supernatural, beeause 
they cannot be explained by any of the known laws 
of nature ; John, iii. 8; 1 Cor.i.2. Vides. 131, 
II. 4.* In respect to the manner in which the 
influences of grace are exerted on the human 
soul, a manner entirely suited to its moral na- 
ture, the operations of grace may, indeed, be 
denominated natural, as they are by Eberhard, 
in his « Apologie des Socrates.” 

(d) Theologians distinguish between nature 
and grace. In this they follow Augustine. Vide 
s. 132, II. But they have differed very much 
in determining what are the motus gratiz, and 
what the motus nature, and how they can be dis- 
tinguished. The common opinion has been, that 
the doings of the unconverted, even their vir- 
tues, flow from their nature, and therefore, ac- 
cording to Augustine, are not pleasing to God, 
or capable of reward. Of the actions of the re- 
generate only can it be said that they are accept- 
able in his sight, and flow from the influences 
of grace. Vide Spener, Vom Unterschied der 
Natur und Gnade; Erfurt, 1715. But there are 
difficulties attending this opinion, s.125. To 
determine the marks by which nature and grace 
~ may be distinguished, the matter can be stated 
as follows:—Everything which we owe to the 
right use of the Christian doctrine, and to the 
agency of God through his truth, is the effect 
of grace; and everything in us which has not 
its origin or foundation in the use of the divine 
truth is the effect of nature. If, then, we can 
ascertain how much we owe to our being in- 
structed in divine truth, and to the influences of 
God by its means, we may also know how much 
we owe to grace. Proceeding in this way, we 
do not treat nature (or that essential constitu- 
tion which God has given to man) with con- 
temptuous disregard; nor are we compelled, in 
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denying grace to the heathen, to deny decidedly 
that they had any virtue, or can attain to sal- 
vation. 

Note-—In popular religious instruction the 
teacher should confine himself to such clear and 
scriptural points as Morus has exhibited, (pages 
236, 237, note 4,) illustrating these by the Bible 
and experience, and setting aside all learned 
theological disputes and scholastic terms. 

(1) God has endued man with reason and 
conscience. By the aid of these principles, 
man is enabled to learn much respecting the na- 
ture and will of God, and to act conformably to 
this correct knowledge, Rom. i. 19, 20; ii. 14, 
15, seq. 

(2) But the holy scriptures give us a far more 
perfect knowledge of God and of our duty, The 
revealed religion contained in them has much 
which is peculiarly excellent, and which is not 
taught in natural religion, And, according to 
the testimony of the scriptures, God has pro- 
mised his special assistance, support, and guid- 
ance, to those who possess them, and obey the 
precepts contained in them. And this promise 
is confirmed by experience; Rom. i. ii. We 
ought therefore thankfully to receive, and faith- 
fully to obey, the instruction contained in the 
holy scriptures. 

(3) Noone can understand, discern, or receive 
with approbation the instructions of the holy 
scriptures, unless he is fawght the truths con- 
tained in them; nor can any one obey these in- 
structions, unless the hindrances which stand in 
the way of his reception of them, in his under- 
standing and wil], are removed, 1 Cor. ij. 14. 

(4) To be delivered through divine instruction 
and assistance from our ignorance, our mistakes, 
prejudices, and from our evil passions, is a great 
and invaluable benefit; and we owe this benefit 
to none but God and the Holy Spirit. Vide the 
texts cited, s. 130. 

(5) There are, and always wiil be, great diffi- 
culties and hindrances, both within and without, 
by which our assent to the truths of revelation 
will be weakened, and our progress in holiness 
retarded; and these difficulties and hindrances 
cannot be overcome and removed without the 
constant assistance and support of God, John, 
v. 44; viii. 43, seq.; Ephes. iv. 18, and other 
passages. Vides, 130, 131. 

(6) We need therefore, in commencing and 
continuing a life of piety, the help, support, and 
guidance of God. We ourselves, however 
must not in the meantime be inactive, but must 
conscientiously employ the means which God 
has given us, and faithfully obey the instruc- 
tions and directions contained in the Bible, al- 
ways remembering that we owe these means 
of improvement and virtue to God only, and 
that without him we can do nothing Phil. 
ii. 12, 13. 
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[Wote.—The opinions of the Lutheran theolo- 
gians since the time of our author have been 
equally diversified as when he wrote, and per- 
haps more so. This is the less strange, as it is 
now a conceded point that their own established 
standards are at variance among themselves on 
.the doctrine of the operations of grace. Cf. s. 
32, Note. Henke, Eckermann, and Wegschei- 
der, follow out the positions of Morus, Junk- 
heim, Michaelis, Doederlein, and others, to the 
full Pelagian extreme, and make the grace of 
God in conversion to be only that general 
agency by which he has endued man with ra- 
tional powers, written the law upon his heart, 
instituted Christianity, and caused it to be pro- 
mulgated, and by which, in his providential ar- 
rangements, he gives to every man opportunity 
and excitement to repentance. Ammon also 
(Summa, s. 132, 133) makes the renewing 
grace of God to consist procuratione institutionis 
salutaris, excitatione per exempla virtutis zllustria, 
paupertate, calamitatibus, admonitionibus amico- 
rum et tnimicorum. 

All these writers agree in making the opera- 
tions of grace merely external, in the way of 
moral influence, and in denying an immediate 
agency of God upon the human mind. In this, 
their system is stamped with one of the most 
essential features of Pelagianism. Cf. Nean- 
der’s development of the Pelagian system in 
Part ili. of the 2nd vol. of his Church History. 

There is another class who are distinguished 
from the former by admitting an immediate di- 
vine agency in the moral kingdom, though they 
differ among themselves as to the relation of 
this influence to the agency of man, especially 
at the commencement of the life of faith. Bret- 
schneider contends strenuously for an immediate 
divine influence as indispensable to conversion. 
At the same time, he supposes it to depend upon 
the character and state of the individual who is 
the subject of this influence, whether grace alone 
produces faith in him, or whether he himself 
contributes anything towards it. The operations 
of grace, accordingly, are not uniform, but as 
various as the states in which it finds man, from 
untutored barbarisrn, to the highest degree of 
illumination and refinement enjoyed in Chris- 
tian lands. Nearly the same views are express- 
ed by Reinhard in his Theology. 

Neander and Tholuck, as will be obvious to 
any attentive reader of their works, hold promi- 
nently, that even in faith there is a divine ele- 
ment—that it can by no means result from the 
unaided efforts of man; that, besides the gene- 
ral influence of Christianity, there is an internal 
influence of the Spirit of God—a drawing of the 
Heavenly Father—but that man also is active 
in this work; and that it is an unwarrantable 
assumption to undertake to settle immovable 
limits to these two ccnspiring agencies, or to 
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solve the mystery belonging to the secret ope- 
rations of grace. 

Again: Schleiermacher, Marheinecke, and 
others belonging to the more appropriately phi- 
losophical school of theologians, have restored 
the entire system of Augustine as to immediate 
and efficacious grace, and the absolute and un- 
qualified dependence of man upon God for the 
very commencement of faith. With regard to 
this class, it is remarkable, that while Augus- 
tine and Calvin rested the proof of this doctrine 
mainly upon scriptural authority, these have been 
led to adopt and now maintain it on grounds 
purely philosophical. The weight of the names 
of such writers has raised the Augustinian and 
Calvinistic theory of grace far above the con 
tempt and reproach with which it was hereto 
fore treated by the great body of Lutheran theo- 
logians. 

A few extracts, under distinets heads, will 
shew something of the manner in which this 
doctrine is treated by writers of this class, and 
how much importance is attached by them to 
the idea that the divine influences are zmmediate, 
and not merely moral and external. Our ex- 
tracts are drawn from two of the more lucid and 
popular writers. The statements of Schleier- 
macher and others of the same school upon this 
subject, though still more decisive en the point 
in question, are so intimately interwoven with 
the whole of their system, and receive so much 
colouring from it, as to require more explanation 
to render them perfectly intelligible than the 
present limits will allow. 

That such an influence is ¢o be desired, is af- 
firmed by Reinhard in the following passage 
from the 4th vol. of his ** Moral,” s. 129:— 
‘‘When one considers the innate depravity of 
which man is conscious—the weakness of his 
moral powers hence resulting—the innumerable 
perversions to which those constitutional feel- 
ings and propensities which are in themselves 
good, are liable, the disordered states which 
arise from these perversions, and which more or 
less hinder a true moral development—in fine, 
the many external causes which nourish and 
strengthen depravity, and render genuine refor- 
mation exceedingly difficult—when one who is 
in earnest in the work of improvement considers 
all this, he must feel the wish arise, that God 
would lighten this arduous work, and come in 
aid of his efforts.” 

Objections having often been made to the pos- 
sibility of such influences, by Reimarus, Les- 
sing, and others, on the ground that violence 
would thus be done to the intellectual and moral 
nature of man, Bretschneider thus replies :— 
«That God has power to act inwardly on the 
souls of men, and to awaken ideas in their 
minds, cannot be denied. As the Creator of 
spirits he knows their nature, and how he cay 


STATE INTO WHICH MAN IS BROUGHT BY THE REDEMPTION. 


operate upon them; and as almighty, he must 
be able to produce in his creatures any effect 
which he desires. Does any one deny this 
power to God, he erects between him and the 
spiritual world an insurmountable wall of par- 
tition; and in order to be consistent, must deny 
that God is the governor of the world in gene- 
ral, any more than he is of the spiritual world. 
The possibility of an inward agency of God 
upon the world of spirits cannot therefore be de- 
nied, although the manner in which this agency 
is exerted is inscrutable; which indeed is true 
as to the manner of all the divine operations.” 
* * « With what truth now is it presupposed 
that these influences must hamper the free 
agency of the mind, and reduce the subject of 
them to a mere machine? Does not the very 
nature of the case require that reason, the reci- 
pient, should actively receive, retain, and appro- 
priate that which is given it? Does not the 
teacher often, in giving instruction to the child, 
suddenly interrupt the course of his thoughts, 
and put him on an entirely new train of ideas? 
But are the laws of mind in the child violated 
by this interruption? The teacher, it is said, 
makes use of words. But cannot God, by an 
adloquium internum, cause new thoughts in the 
souls of men? Or are words the only possible 
way by which a Spirit can impart his light to 
other spirits, and teach them.” Dogmatik, b. 
if; 129, ft. 

But an immediate influence of this kind is not 
only destrable and possible, but also highly pro- 
bable. Here again Bretschneider remarks :— 
« As God stands in connexion with the material 
world, and by his most full and perfect life con- 
tinually operates upon it, he must also stand in 
constant connexion with the moral world, other- 
wise there could be no moral government.” 
Dogmatik, b. ii. s. 600. This probability, drawn 
from the co-operation of God in the material 
world, is stated still more strongly by Reinhard. 
If there is an immediate concurrence and agency 
of God in the material world, as generally con- 
ceded by German philosophers and theologians, 
such an agency is much more to be expected in 
the moral world, since this is a far more conge- 
nial sphere for divine operations. ‘In the ma- 
terial sphere, the connexion between natural 
eauses and effects is obvious to the senses, and 
must therefore be principally regarded by us, 
although even here the scriptures commonly 
mention only the highest and last cause, which 
is God. But in the kingdom of freedom, there 
is no such mechanical connexion between cause 
and effect, but an unimpeded intercommunion 
of beings freely acting; here, therefore, there 
can be no reason why we, with the scriptures, 
should not conceive of an immediate influence, 
since such an influence is far more adapted 
than one which is mediate, to the sphere of 
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which are we now speaking.” Moral, b. iv 
8. 258. 

But while these writers contend for the fact 
of immediate divine influences in promoting the 
renewal of men, they are careful to guard against 
the perversion of this doctrine by enthusiasts 
and fanatics. «The reality of these influences,” 
says Bretschneider, ** cannot be proved from ex- 
perience. The influences of grace, as such, 
cannot be distinguished in consciousness from 
others; because our consciousness informs us 
only of the effect, and not of its origin; takes 
note only of the change itself which passes 
within us, but is unable to feel whether it comes 
from God. * * * As the agency of God in the 
material world always appears to us as natural, 
and in the effects produced we never discern the 
supernatural cause, so his agency in the moral 
world will always appear to us as natural, and 
conformed to the Jaws of psychology, and we 
are unable in our consciousness to distinguish 
him as the acting cause.’’ Dogmatik, b. ii. s. 
600. Cf. Reinhard’s ‘ Moral,” b. iv. s. 264. 

In this manner do these writers contend for 
the fact of immediate divine influences, by argu- 
ments derived from the need of man, the perfec- 
tions of God, and the analogy of his agency in 
the material universe; and at the same time 
guard against the perversions of this salutary 
opinion by enthusiasts who, in the words of 
Tucker, “think they can see the flashes of illu- 
mination, and feel the floods of inspiration pour- 
ed on them directly from the divine hand, and 
who undertake to give an exact history of all 
his motions from the very day and hour when 
he first touched their hearts.” 

It may be remarked here, that Kant conceded 
the possibility of immediate operations of grace 
for the conversion of man, but denied that they 
could be either proved or disproved from philo- 
sophy. The belief in such influences he held 
to be useful in awakening the hope that God 
would do for us what we ourselves might be 
unable to accomplish in the work of our moral 
renovation.—Tr. | 


APPENDIX. 
OF PRAYER AS A MEANS OF GRACE. 


Tur doctrine respecting prayer is commonly 
treated in systematic theology in connexion with 
the doctrine of the operations of grace. But as 
the full discussion of this subject belongs rather — 
to Christian ethics than to theology, it has by 
some theologians been either wholly omitted, or 
only cursorily noticed in their systems. On this ‘ 
subject we Shall make here only the following: 
remarks. The prayer of Christians is a means« 
of grace included under Christian doctrine, and. 
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not to be sepa:ated from it. For the influence 
of prayer is not to be derived from the mere act 
of those who pray. It stands in connexion with 
the power of the religious truths to which prayer 
relates. 

(1) Statement of the philosophical theory 
respecting prayer. 

The following is the theory respecting prayer 
which has been adopted in modern times, espe- 
cially in the eighteenth century, by Mosheim 
and Morus, and which is held by many philo- 
sophical and theological moralists. One who 
institutes a merely philosophical examination of 
prayer, and passes by all the positive promises 
to the supplicant contained in the holy scrip- 
tures, and especially in the Christian system, 
will yet allow, if he understands the nature of 
man, a great moral influence to prayer. For it 
is the means of reminding us of the great truths 
of religion, and of impressing these truths deeply 
on our hearts. It excites, moreover, a sure and 
grateful confidence in God and his promises, and 
a longing desire after the enjoyment of the bless- 
ings which he has promised. It is therefore, in 
itself, of a most beneficial tendency, and has an 
indescribable influence in promoting moral im- 
provement, and in purifying the heart. A man 
is not prepared forthe blessings which the 
Christian doctrine promises, and is not capable 
of free, moral improvement, unless he acknow- 
ledges God as the author of them, and has a 
lively perception of these benefits, and an ear- 
nest desire to obtain them. Now from this de- 
sire after divine blessings springs the wish, di- 
rected to God, that he would bestow them upon 
us, and this is the inward prayer of the heart. 
If these feelings are strong and vivid, it is com- 
mon and natural to us to express them in words 
and in the form of an address to God, whom we 
conceive to be present with us, and acquainted 
with our thoughts and wishes. (The verbal ex- 
pression is, however, by no means essential to 
prayer. A soul directed to God is all which is 
requisite.) By the very act of prayer, this vi- 
vidness of conception is very much heightened, 
and in this way our desires and cur longings 
are cherished and strengthened by prayer itself. 
In this exercise God is made, as it were, pre- 
sent with us; and while we are engaged in this 
duty, we feel as we are accustomed to feel in 
direct intercourse with a person who is near at 
hand listening to us, and who by our words and 
Tequests is rendered favourable towards us and 
becomes intimate with us. To the philosopher 
all this may appear illusion and imagination, 
but if he looks at experience, which on this sub- 
ject is worth more than all speculation, he will 
find that this aid is indispensable to any one 
who means to male religion a matter of serious 
and lasting interest. Experience shews that 
good thoughts, purposes, and resolutions, unac- 
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companied by prayer, amount to nothing, be: 
cause they leave the heart cold and the mind 
unaffected. 

(2) Examination of this view of prayer. 

It is true that prayer, considered merely as 4 
means of improvement, has great moral advan- 
tages—i. e., that it has a great effect on our 
moral improvement, that it withholds from evil, 
tranquillizes the soul, and is in every way pro- 
motive of the interests’ of morality and sincere 
religion. But it is also true, that it would 
cease to produce these results which are expect- 
ed from it if we should content ourselves with 
this theory of our philo CT Ee ical “toralisis, and 
did not confidently hope to obtain the blessings 
for which we ask. One who considers the 
receive,” &c., as delusive, and not serious or sin- 
cere, will find that he wants an inward impulse 
to prayer. He can exercise no earnest desires, 
no real confidence, and no hearty gratitude. It 
is not our business to inquire how God can hear 
and answer our supplications without infringing 
upon his immutability, or altering the establish- 
ed course of nature. We are to be satisfied 
with knowing that he can do more than we un- 
derstand, and that he can and will do every- 
thing which he has promised. Such consider- 
ations, connected with personal experience, are 
enough to secure us against every doubt. Nei- 
ther Christ, nor the other early teachers of 
morals, nor the prophets of the Old Testament, 
ever made use of the motives to prayer, so often 
used at the present day, derived merely from its 
moral advantages. Their great motive to prayer 
is, thaé zt will be heard, upon which they could 
depend as confidently as the child does upon its 
father, when it requests what is needful for it. 
This is the great motive by which prayer should 
be inculeated on the common people and the 
young, otherwise they easily get the erroneous 
impression that prayer, as such, is of no advan- 
tage, and-in reality useless, since it is not heard 
On this account Jesus and the other teachers of 
morals and religion in ancient times did wisely, 
both in omitting to mention the motives to pray- 
er derived from its moral uses, and in inculcat- 
ing it on the simple ground that it ¢s heard, 
without philosophizing upon the question, zn 
what way it has an influence. And certainly 
Christians do well in holding fast to the doc- 
trine of Jesus and of the holy scriptures. Cf. 
Cramer, Die Lehre vom Gebet, nach Offenba- 
rung und Vernunft untersucht, u. s. w.; Keil 
und Hamburgh, 1786, 8vo; and Nitzsch, Diss. 
inaugural., Ratio qua Christus usus est in com 
mendando precandi officio; Viteberg, 1790; 
also, ‘* Nonnulla ad historiam de usu religiosa 
precationis morali pertinentia,”” by the same 
author, and published at the same place, 1790, 
4to. 
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Two points deserve particular consideration 
in this connexion. 

(a) The feeling that prayer is necessary is 
absolutely universal. The history of all nations 
who have had any religion shews that prayer is 
everywhere recognised as an auxiliary to piety, 
which is indispensable and founded in our very 
hature. Experience, too, teaches that those re- 
-igions which inculcate frequent prayer, and in- 
sist upon it as a duty of the first importance, are 
the most practical, and can enumerate among 
their followers more examples of men eminent- 
ly religious and virtuous than other religions 
which make prayer of less importance, and at 
most prescribe certain public prayers and set 
formulas. Next to the Jewish and Christian 
religion, the Mohammedan has exerted the 
most influence on the heart, because it so stre- 
nuously ineuleates prayer. This religion, next 
to the Jewish and Christian, has had the great- 
est number of truly religious professors and de- 
vout worshippers of God. [Cf. the work of 
Tholuck on Ssuffismus, or the doctrine of the 
Ssuffis—a Mohammedan sect in Persia.—Tr.] 

(6) Christ makes it the special duty of his 
followers to supplicate God in his name, and 
promises to them a sure audience, which he 
would, as it were, procure for them, John, xiv. 
13; xvi. 23, 24. This duty is inculeated by the 
apostles upon all Christians. The sentiment of 
many passages taken together is this: Pray 
with reference to Christ and his work, conse- 
quently in belief or sure confidence in him and 
in his promises. In prayer we must be deeply 
convinced that he is the author of our salvation, 
that even now he is mindful of our interests, and 
makes the things for which we ask his own, and 
intercedes with God to hear our requests. In 
this respect he is represented as our Paracletus 
and Advocate with God, 1 John, ii. 1. But the 
blessings which Christianity promises to us are 
not temporal, but spiritual. Destre-to- obtain 
these 1s always conformable to the divine will, 
and as far as they are concerned, the hearing of 
prayer is certain. 


ARTICLE XIII. 


©N THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHRISTIAN SOCIETY 
OR CHURCH. 


oe 


[The common order is to treat, first, of the sacra- 
ments, and then of the church; but the reverse order 
is in many respects more natural and proper; for 
hoth of these parts of divine service have a principal 
relation to the church. By baptism we are solemn- 
ly initiated into the church; and by the Lord’s Sup- 
per, the members of the church solemnly renew and 
perpetuate the remembrance of Jesus Christ, and of 
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the blessings which he has bestowed upon the hu- 
man race.] 


SECTION CXXXIV. 


WHAT IS MEANT BY THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH} ITS 
OBJECT; ITS NAMES; AND THE DIVISIONS OF 
THE CHURCH COMMON IN THEOLOGY. 


I. Idea of the Christian Church , its Object ; and 
an Explanation of its Scriptural Names. 


Tue Christian church, in the widest sense, 
may be defined to be, the whole number of those 
who agree in worshipping God according to the 
doctrine of Jesus Christ. In this wider sense it 
agrees with the word Christendom. Its object 
is, to maintain and perpetuate the Christian doc- 
trine, and by means of ordinances and exercises 
observed in common, to promote the practice of it. 
Such is the great body of mankind, that with- 
out some common duties and some external or- 
dinances, the Christian religion could scarcely 
be maintained among them; certainly it could 
not be kept from totally degenerating. The 
government and preservation of the church are 
everywhere properly ascribed to Christ, as its 
head. The same scriptural principles are there- 
fore applicable here which were above laid 
down in the doctrine respecting the kingdom of 
Christ, s. 98. 

The scriptural names of church are, 

(1) ‘Exxanoia. This term is used by the 
Greeks to denote an assembly of men, called 
together on the authority of the magistracy ; 
from éxxanréo, evoco, convoco—e. g., Acts, xix. 
32, 39. The Hebrew ‘np is used in the same 
way, especially in the books of Moses, and is 
commonly translated in the Septuagint by éx- 
xanoia. ‘The same is true of the Hebrew x>pp. 
The term Sap (mm), denoted secondarily all 
those who belonged to the Jewish people, and 
professed the Jewish religion. Christians took 
the word from the Jews, and like them used 
éxxanota, to denote (a) particular societies of 
Christians in particular cities or provinces—e. 
g., exxanoia tv ‘Lepooortuous, x. 7. A, Acts, viii. 
1; (0) the religious assemblies of these societies, 
and the places in which they met—e. g., 1 Cor. 
xi. 18; xiv. 19, 28, &c.; (c) the whole sum of 
those who profess the Christian religion, wher- 
ever they may be—e. g., 1 Cor. xii. 28; Matt. 
xvi. 18, seq. 

(2) Yovayoyn and Enuovvayoyn* and these, 
too, are used by the Septuagint to render the 
words ‘np and my. But they were employed 
by the Grecian Jews about the time of Christ 
to denote their places of prayer, or oratorzes, and 
the congregations connected with them. Vide 
Vitringa, de Synagoga Vetere. And so we find 
them used in the New Testament, to denote the 
religious assemblies of Christians, and the 
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places where they held them—e. g., Heb. x. 
25; James, ii. 2. These terms, however, were 
never used, like the preceding, to denote the 
whole of Christendom. 

(3) There were also various figurative names 
employed—e. g., Bactrsia tav otparay, Or rov 
@zov, So frequently in the discourses of Christ. 
Vides. 99,1. But this term denotes not simply 
the Christian religion and church; it compre- 
hends all to whom belong the rights, duties, 
and the entire blessedness of the pious follow- 
ers of Christ, in this life and the life to come— 
e. g., John, iii. 3; Matt. v. 3. Saya, Xprorov 
(of which he is the xeparj)—a figurative ex- 
pression used to denote the intimate connexion 
between believers and Christ, and to impress 
upon them the duties of mutual harmony and 
brotherly love; Rom. xii. 5. He is the head, 
we the members, Eph. i. 22, also chap. iv. and 
v. Nads @cov, 1 Cor. iii. 16, 17,—used to de- 
scribe the dignity and holiness of Christians, 
and the inviolableness of their rights. Olxos 
@zov, 1 Pet. iv. 17, seq. Besides these, all the 
terms used to designate the Israelites as the 
peculiar and favourite people of God are trans- 
ferred to Christians in the New Testament—e. 
Q-, Aads meprovotos, Titus, li. 145 rads els mepe- 
mownow (repimtouncews), 1 Pet. ii. 9; éxrexror, x. 
7.2. The Israelites were the ancient people of 
God, (under the marca diaS7x7n,) in opposition 
to the new people of God, (under the xouvn dva- 
Syxy-) And this ancient people is always re- 
garded as the stock from which the new sprung, 
Rom. xi. 17, seq.; Acts, xv. 16. And on this 
very account Paul earnestly warns Christians, 
in the passage cited, against despising or un- 
dervaluing the Jews. 


II. Divisions of the Church. 


(1) Into universal and particular. The church 
universal comprehends within itself all who 
profess the Christian doctrine, No. I. But since 
all Christians cannot agree respecting doctrines 
and forms of worship, it is natural that those 
who do agree in these respects should enter into 
a more intimate connexion. Hence have arisen 
particular churches, differing according to place 
and time, doctrine, forms, &c. Hence the divi- 
sion of the church into the Eastern, Western, 
Roman, African, Papal, Lutheran, Calvinistic, 
&c. Again; these particular churches are sub- 
divided into ecclesiz singulares, by which are 
understood the separate communions belonging 
to one particular church, since even these often 
differ according to time and place, and even 
with respect to doctrines and usages. Thus we 
have the Lutheran church in Saxony, Branden- 
burg, Sweden; the Reformed church in Eno- 
land and Switzerland, &c. 5 

(2) Into the true church and false churches, 
and their subdivisions. ‘This division must be 
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retained in abstracto, although it should be ape 
plied very cautiously in conereto, or to particular 
cases. We may see, in general, that that Chris 
tian church deserves eminently the name of the 
true church in which there is an entire agree- 
ment with the dogtrine of Jesus and the apos- 
tles. The more it obeys Christ in everything 
which he has commanded, the more worthy is 
it of this name, Eph. v. 23, 24. But there has 
never been a church respecting all whose mem- 
bers this could be said; nor was there any such, 
even during the times of the apostles, as we see 
from their writings ; there has never been a par- 
ticular church wholly free from errors and devi- 
ations from the doctrine of Jesus. Christ him- 
self declares that in his church on earth there 
will always be error and truth, good and evil 
mingled together. Vide s. 135, I. It is there- 
fore better to say that is the true church, or, 
more properly, has the most truth, in which 
there is found a nearer agreement with the doc- 
trine of Jesus and the apostles than in other 
churches. 

On this subject the opinions of Christians are 
so divided that it is impossible to give any ge- 
neral characteristic marks of the true church 
which would be approved by all. The defini- 
tion of the true church will always depend upon 
the individual belief and conviction of every 
Christian; and each one regards that church as 
true which is most accordant with his own 
views. The following principles, however, 
may be of some practical importance :— 

(a) No one church is in the exclusive pos- 
session of the truth. There are in every church 
faults, defects, and errors; and so it was at the 
time of the apostles, and so it is in all human 
societies and institutions. 

(6) Nor is there, on the other hand, any 
Christian church which is wholly wanting in 
the truth, or which does not profess many use- 
ful and important truths, although mixed more 
or less with error. We cannot in this matter 
judge of the particular members of a church 
from the established and received doctrines of 
their church without doing the greatest injus- 
tice. In this respect wrong is often done; for 
experience teaches that there are often good 
Christians in a chureh which professes many 
errors, and which has a bad constitution; and, 
on the contrary, that there are often connected 
with very excellent church-establishments those 
who are unworthy of the Christianname. These 
observations have given occasion to the division 
of the church into pure and impure, according 
as more or less errors or false principles are em- 
braced, We also speak of a corrupt church, by 
which is meant particularly a church in whieh 
false moral principles, exerting an injurious in 
fluence upon the life and Christian walk, are 
mingled with Christian doctrine. It remains 
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therefore true, that the separate Christian com- 
munions are of different value and excellence 
according to their greater or less purity in doc- 
trine, and according to the greater or less adapt- 
edness of their external polity and forms to pro- 
mote moral improvement. It cannot therefore 
be in itself an indifferent matter to which of 
these one belongs. No one, however, should 
desire to make his own individual conviction 
the unconditional rule for all others, and despise 
and condemn those who do not agree with him- 
self. 

(c) If there is no church in which the system 
of doctrine, the regulations, forms of worship, 
&c., are perfect and incapable of improvement, 
it follows that improvements may and ought to 
be made in them whenever and wherever there 
is a necessity for it, and that it is an entirely 
false maxim to adhere invariably to what is an- 
cient, and never to alter. It does not helong, 
however, to any particular member, not even to 
a public teacher, to urge his supposed improve- 
ments upon the church. And correct as is the 
principle de reformatione ecclestx, in the abstract, 
its practical application is attended with very 
great difficulties. 

(d) To unite externally all the different 
churches is not practicable; and even if it could 
be done, would occasion more injury than bene- 
fit. And notwithstanding all the difference as 
to opinion and form in religious matters, mutual 
love and toleration may still exist. This is 
proved by the history of the church in ancient 
and modern times. 

(3) The church is divided into viszble and in- 
visible. This division is entirely rejected in 
several of the new systems—e. g., in those of 
Gruner, Déderlein, and others. They seem, 
however, to have taken offence merely at the 
terms. These are, indeed, new; and have come 
into use since the Reformation. But the thing 
itself which is intended by these terms is well 
supported, and is as ancient as the Christian 
church itself, and was acknowledged as true by 
Christ and the apostles and the whole early 
church. These terms came into use in the fol- 
lowing way :—Luther denied that the Romish 
church, according to the doctrine and polity 
which it then professed, is the true church. It 
was then asked, Where then was the true church 
before him? To which he answered, that it 
was invisible—i. e., before the Reformation 
those Christians had constituted the true church, 
and held the pure doetrine, who, without re- 
garding the authority and commandment of 
men, had followed the scriptures according to 
their own views, had lived piously, and kept 
themselves free from the errors of the public 
religion; and such persons there always had 
been, even at the most corrupt periods, although 
they had not always been known. It was from 


this just observation that this division arose. 
Cf. Confess. August., Art. vii. ana viii., and 
Apol. A. C, 

Protestants understand by the invisible church 
true Christians, who not only know the precepts 
of Christ, but from the heart obey tnem, Matt. 
vii. 21. This church is not always clearly seen; 
indeed, to speak justly, it is known only to God, 
Col. iii. 3; while from the eyes of men, who 
judge only according to the external appearance, 
it is wholly concealed. On the contrary, the 
visible church consists of all who by profession 
belong externally to the church—i. e., attend 
public worship, partake of the sacraments, &c. ; 
for wherever the Christian doctrine is proclaim- 
ed, and the rites prescribed by it are observed, 
there the visible church is. Not every one, 
therefore, who belongs to the visible church, 
even if it be one of the best, does on this account 
belong also to the invisible church. For in the 
visible church there are often wicked men and 
hypocrites. This is not, then, a division generis 
in species, but eadem res diverso respectu. The 
same is true with respect to other societies— 
e. g., the republic of the learned. 

There are not wanting passages in the New 
Testament in which this distinction is plainly 
made, although it is not expressed in this man- 
ner. For, first, the word éxxajova in many texts 
denotes the whole number who make an outward 
profession of Christianity, without having any 
reference to their inward state—e. g., 1 Cor. i. 
2, &c. Vide No. I. But, secondly, in other 
passages such predicates are given to the church 
as do not apply to all who profess Christ, but 
only to that better and nobler part which is 
called the invisible church—e. g., Eph. v. 27, 
ayia, apos, un txovoa omthov 7 purida, &e. 
Here belongs the remarkable passage, Mark, ix. 
38—40, where the disciples of Jesus would not 
acknowledge a person to be a genuine follower 
of Christ, because he did not belong to their 
society, their external church, and was not, as 
it were, enrolled as belonging to their corpora- 
tion; on which point Christ sets them right. 
Cf. Matt. xv. 22, seq. That in the visible 
church (Bactreca rv ovpayar) the evil and the 
good are mingled together, and cannot be exter- 
nally separated without injury to the whole, is 
taught by Christ in the excellent parable, Matt. 
xiii. 24—30. The wicked are compared with 
the tares, although they belong to the external, 
visible church; but the good, who belong both 
to the visible and invisible church, are compared 
with the wheat. Cf, the text, Matt. vii. 21, 
above cited. 

Note.—Christ regards all who from the heart 
believe in him (the members of the invisible 
church) as a present which God has given him, 
and so calls them; and upon them, he says, he 
bestows eternal life. Vide John, vi. 37; xvi. 
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2, 6. The better, pious part of mankind are 
spoken of as belonging to God,—they are his 
children; and this his possession he gives over 
to the charge of Christ, to lead them to eternal 
life. This is a great and heart-affecting idea; 
and if such a thought had been found in Plato 
or Xenophon, there would have been no end of 
praising it; butin the holy scriptures it is less 
regarded. 

(4) The church is divided again into militant 
and triumphant. By the church militant is 
meant Christians in the present life, so far as 
they have to contend with many internal and 
external sufferings, adversities, and persecu- 
tions. By the church triumphant is meant the 
society of Christians in heaven, so far as they 
are freed from all these trials, and enjoy the 
most perfect rest and blessedness. The church, 
however, is here used, in the narrower sense, 
for the ¢nvisible church and its members. This 
division was taken principally from the text, 
Rey. xii. 7, seq., though this is rather a descrip- 
tion of the rest to which the church will be re- 
stored here upon the earth, after long persecu- 
tions and calamities. It is also derived from 
those passages in which the dangerous and toil- 
some life of Christians is compared with a strife 
and conflict, which will soon be over—e. g., 2 
Tim. iv. 7. Here too must be mentioned the 
text, Heb. xil. 22, 23, where the noble thought 
is exhibited, that we compose but one society 
with the host of blessed angels and the company 
of the saints now rewarded in heaven (veterevo- 
péver Suxatay), of whom Jesus is the Head ; and 
that when we have completed our course here 
below, we shall join this upper society in our 
native land. 

WNote.—Among the writings of the older pro- 
testant theologians, in which this division and 
the other topics introduced in this section are 
treated very thoroughly, that of Jo. Museus, De 
Ecclesia, (Jen, 1675,) deserves particular men- 
tion. 


SECTION CXXXV. 


ATTRIBUTES OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH}; THE 
ECCLESIASTICAL TERMS COMMONLY EMPLOYED 
TO DESIGNATE THEM, AND THEIR SIGNIFICA- 
TION. 


Ir has been common, in imitation of the an- 
cient confessions, to predicate of the true church 
the four attributes, wna, sancta, catholica, aposto- 
lica. In the apostolic symbol it is called @ holy 
Christian church, the society of the saints; in the 
Nicene symbol, one only, holy, Christian, apos- 
folie church. Most of these terms are taken from 
the New Testament, though they are there used 
in a different sense from that in which they are 
employed in the later ecclesiastical phraseology. 
And this difference should be carefully noted. 
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It must be remarked in general that all these at 
tributes properly apply only to the ¢énvisible 
church, although many of them may be predi- 
cated also of the visible church, when rightly ex- 
plained. The doctrine of the perpetuity of the 
church may be most conveniently considered in 
connexion with these. 


I. Unity of the Chureh. 


This predicate has an entirely different mean- 
ing in the New Testament from that which it 
bears in the common ecclesiastical phraseology. 
Its two significations will therefore be separately 
considered. 

(1) When the unity of the church is spoken 
of in the New Testament it is a moral unity 
which is intended. The import of this term is, 
that all who worship God according to the doc- 
trine of Jesus should regard themselves as mem- 
bers of one society, and as such should exercise 
mutual brotherly love; that notwithstanding all 
differences of birth, condition, knowledge, opi- 
nions, and forms, they should still constitute 
but one church, or religious society, worshipping 
one and the same Lord, even Christ, and par- 
taking in common of the blessings promised to 
his followers. That there should be such a 
union among his followers was the last will, the 
testament of Christ; John, xiii. 34, coll. xv. 1, 
seq. And in order to this, it is not essential 
that there should be a full and entire agreement 
of opinion on every particular doctrine. Chris- 
tians, though differing as to their mode of think- 
ing, their particular opinions and forms, and 
though divided into particular communions, 
ought to regard themselves as constituting still 
but one church, and so to live together in unity 
of spirit. This is the true spirit of Christianity ; 
it infuses feelings of toleration. And the more 
one has of the mind of Christ the more tolerant 
will he be to others; and especially, because he 
knows that not only his Lord, but his brethren, 
see much in him which requires forbearance. 
Vide Tit. iit. 3—5. 

This unity of the church is mentioned in 
those passages in the New Testament in which 
warnings are given against disturbers of the 
peace and against controversies; and in those 
also in which it is taught that it is the design of 
Christianity to remove all distinetion between 
Jew and Gentile, and to unite all nations in a 
common religion; respecting which vide sec 
118, II. 

The principal proof-texts here are, John. 
Xvii, 20, tya mavres Sv Sow: John, x. 16, * one 
fold, one shepherd ;”? and Ephesians, iv. 3—6, 
and ver. 13, évéens avetuatos, because all wor 
ship one God and one Christ, have one baptism. 
and one doctrine. The évoens mtorews in ver. 13 
is one and the same Christian doctrine, professed 
alike by Jews and Gentiles who believein Christ, 
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who ought therefore to love each other as bre- 
thren. Galatians, iii. 28, wavees els dv Xpus7re. 
Rom. xii. 5, monnoc gy Coud éouer, coll. ver. 
13; x. 17; 1 Cor. i. 12, 13; viii. 6. The true 
spiritual unity of Christians is therefore placed 
by Christ himself in this, that they believe in 
the only true God, and in Jesus, as the Saviour 
of the world; that they love him, and from love 
to him obey his commandments, and especially 
that they love one another. By this only can 
the true disciples of Christ be known; not by 
external names and forms, but by faith, work- 
ing by love—the love of Christ and our neigh- 
bour. 

(2) But there gradually arose, after the second 
and third centuries, an entirely different concep- 
tion of the unity of the church. It first origin- 
ated among the fathers in the West, in conse- 
quence of their transferring to Christianity cer- 
tain incorrect Jewish ideas which were disap- 
proved by Jesus and his apostles, and which had 
the most injurious results. The unity of the 
church was placed by them in an entire external 
agreement as to those doctrines and forms which 
were handed down from the times of the apos- 
tles, through the churches founded by them, and 
in the external connexion and fellowship of the 
particular societies founded upon this agree- 
ment. 

The most ancient passages relating to this 
subject are found in Ireneus, (i. 10,) Tertullian 
(De Prescript. Heret. c., 20, ad fin.) and Cy- 
prian, (in his Book, «* De Unitate Ecclesiz.’’) 
The object contemplated in this external con- 
nexion of churches was at first very good ; it was 
designed by this means to set bounds to the ever 
encroaching corruption in doctrine and life, and 
to remove false teachers. But when the rulers 
of the churches no longer possessed the genuine 
spirit of Jesus, then, through these principles 
and the consequences derived from them, the 
hierarchy was gradually established; and into- 
lerance and the spirit of persecution and anathe- 
matizing became very prevalent. Even the pa- 
pal hierarchy rests entrirely upon these princi- 
ples, and originated from them. The principal 
vishops now established a kind of college or se- 
eret society; and this wnity of the church was made 
dependent, first, upon many heads, then, upon 
one visible head of the church. And whoever 
ventured to dissent from the doctrine or the ordi- 
nances of the principal bishops, who held toge- 
ther and governed their churches, was excluded 
from church-fellowship and declared a heretic. 
Even Cyprian derived the one true church in 
the West from Peter, because he taught at Rome, 
and because the church there was the mother of 
most of the churches in the West. The bishops 
regarded themselves therefore as the successors 
of the apostles, and as the representatives of God 
and of Christ; and whoever was excluded by 
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them from church-fellowship was excluded by 
God himself; and it was early believed and 
taught that he was at the same time excluded 
from salvation. Vide s. 128, IJ. Hence even 
Cyprian states in his book the principle, catra 
ecclesiam illam wnicam et veram [externam or 
visibilem] non dari salutem—a principle from 
which so many false doctrines were afterwards 
deduced. Vides. 121, II. 

Upon these supports does the whole false 
system of the hierarchy in the Romish churen 
depend. Vide Henke, De Unitate Hcclesia, in 
his “*Opuscula.” But there is no such societas 
Christiana, nor ought there, according to the de- 
sign of Jesus, to be any which shall resemble 
civil societies ; for this leads to a hierarchy, and 
all the evil consequences which flow from the 
collision of secular and spiritual power. 

Protestants have never had properly one 
church, but churches, (ecclesias.) Such, at least, 
is the language employed iu the Augsburg Con- 
fession, Art. vii., and in the other public instru- 
ments, even in the peace of Westphalia; and it 
is in this that protestantism is distinguished from 
consolidated popedom. The Roman-catholic idea 
of the church is vindicated in a very subtile and 
plausible manner in the work, «Idea Biblica 
Ecclesie# Dei,’ by Franc. Oberthtir, vol. i.; 
Salzburg, 1790, 8vo, vol. ii. 1799. He pro- 
ceeds on the definition, Quod sit ecclesia schola 
quedam, quam Deus erexerit, nutriende ac pro- 
movende interne religionis causa, in which, 
however, there does not seem to be anything 
insidious. 


Il. The Sanctity of the Church. 


This is twofold—viz., 

(1) External; and this is predicated of the 
church so far as it is distinguished from other 
religious societies (e. g., Jewish or Gentile) by 
the superior excellence of its religious princi- 
ples. In this wider sense, even the Jews are, 
in the Old Testament, often denominated holy ; 
and taken in this sense, the visible Chris- 
tian church may justly be called holy ; for it is 
not the moral character of the members which 
is designated by the term in this wider sense. 
And so all Christians, even those who are such 
merely by external profession, are often deno- 
minated dyvor in the New Testament. Vide s. 
126-)1 Viasialsoplebetai.1o> 

(2) Internal, or moral. The whole object of 
the establishment of the church, and the instruc- 
tion communicated in Christian doctrine, is to 
bring the members of the church, under divine 
guidance, to this internal holiness. ‘This is said 
by Paul in the passage cited, Kphes. v. 26, 27, 
coll. Tit. ii. 14. But this object is not actually 
attained in respect to all who belong to the ex- 
ternal visible church, but only in those who 
belong to the invisible church. It ean therefore 
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be truly said only of the invisible church, that 
it is holy in this internal, moral sense. 

Many have been led, by confounding these 
different meanings, and by misunderstanding 
those passages in which it is made the duty of 
every Christian to be holy, to adopt the princi- 
ple that even the external or visible church must 
be a society consisting only of renewed persons 
or saints, and that a ehurch which tolerates 
within itself unholy or unregenerate persons 
cannot be a true church, and so is to be ex- 
cluded from Christian fellowship. It was on 
these principles that the Novatians proceeded 
in the third century, and the Donatists in the 
fourth and fifth. And they were still more fre- 
quently maintained by the Anabaptists and 
other fanatical sects in the sixteenth century. 
The same principles have been revived in still 
more modern times by the quakers, and many 
other fanatics and separatists. 

But they do not consider that in all external 
human societies good and evil must be mixed, 
and that often the Omniscient only can discern 
and distinguish the hypocrites, who are much 
more injurious than the openly vicious. And 
so Christ pronounced that the external church 
could never be pure from evil, and that the tares 
and the wheat must be suffered to grow toge- 
ther; Matt. xiii. 3, seq., ver. 24—31, 47—50; 
and so, too, he himself endured Judas among his 
apostles. ‘Too great severity often terrifies the 
good and keeps them at a distance; and wicked 
ancestors often have descendants who are good 
and useful members of the church, but who 
would not have been so if their ancestors had 
been excluded. The external, visible church 
cannot, therefore, be a society consisting of 
pious Christians only; it is rather a nursery 
(seminariwm), designed to raise up many for 
the invisible kingdom. 

Still, however, it is always right, and cer- 
tainly according to the spirit of Christ, for like- 
minded Christians to associate together, and to 
establish among themselves institutions which 
they may deem promotive of piety, or even to 
form smaller societies, in which they will permit 
those « aly to participate who have a like object 
and possess similar dispositions with them- 
selves, excluding all others, the ecclesiole in eccle- 
sta of which Spener spoke. ‘They should beware, 
however, against running in this way into spiri- 
tual pride, against holding themselves to be bet- 
ter than others, and against regarding those who 
do not join them, and are not enrolled among 
them, as worse Christians than themselves. 
It does not belong to the government to interdict 
such associations, if they do not disturb civil 
peace and order, any more than to forbid and 
hinder »ther private associations of citizens for 
other lawful objects. The reasons for and 
against these associations are canvassed in 
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Burkhardt’s ‘Geschichte der Methodisien;* 
Nirnberg, 1795, s. 123, f. The history cf the 
church teaches that these smaller associations 
have had, upon the whole, a highly beneficial 
effect. In times of ignorance and unbelief they 
have been the depositories of uncorrupted Chris- 
tianity. Without the Waldenses, the Wick- 
lifites, and the Hussites, the Reformation would 
never have taken place. 


Ill. The Catholic and Apostolic Church. 


A different idea is attached to the term catho- 
lic in modern.times, and especially in the pro- 
testant church, from that which anciently be- 
longed to it. Catholic is now used in its etymo- 
logical sense, and is synonymous with universal. 
And the church is said to be universal, because 
all in the whole earth who profess Christ belong 
to it, and because Christianity is not merely a 
national religion, or the religion of a country, 
but one which may be professed by all men 
without distinction. The church is called apos- 
tolical, because the members of it profess to 
adopt the doctrine taught by the apostles, and 
contained in their writings; according to Eph. 
ii. 20, ‘built upon the foundation of the apos- 
tles.” But anciently xa3ox.x0s was synony- 
mous with dpSedogos, and fides catholica was the 
same as fides orthodora, which was the faith 
held in opposition to heretics, because it was 
supposed that the true faith, which accords with 
the will of Christ and the apostles, must be the 
universal faith of al] Christians, and be found 
in all the churches established by the apostles. 
Hence ecelesta catholica is that que habet fidem 
stve veritatem catholicam—i. e., the right and 
pure doctrine and constitution, in opposition to 
those churches which have not the pure aposto- 
lic doctrine, but belong to the heretics. They 
proceeded on the principle that there is only one 
true church, (vide No. I.,) and in order to es- 
tablish and maintain this, the principal churches 
and their bishops throughout the Roman empire 
(xad' Sanv oixovévny) had gradually formed a 
separate church union. Whatever agreed with 
this was xaSoacxdv, otherwise aiperixov. The 
genuine apostolic doctrine was supposed, how- 
ever, to be found in those churches which the 
apostles themselves had founded. To these 
churches, and to the doctrine handed down in 
them from the times of the apostles, the appeai 
was therefore made, in the controversies in 
which the catholic fathers were engaged with 
the heretics; and it was by this appeal, an ap- 
peal to tradition, that they confuted them. Vide 
Introduction, s. 7, III. But the whole body of 
Christian churches professing the orthodox doc- 
trine handed down in the apostolic churches 
were called the catholic, orthodox, or apostolie 
church, because they all agreed in the doctrines 
and regulations prescribed by the apostles te 
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the ch irches founded by them—e. g., by Peter 
to the church at Rome, by Paul to that at Ephe- 
sus, &c. The earliest passages relating to this 
subject are found in Ireneus, Adv. Heres, 1. 
iii., and especially in Tertullian, De Prescript. 
Her., c. 20, 21. It is there said, for example, 
Tot ac tantx ecclesix, una est; illa ab apostolis 
prima, ex quaomnes. Sic omnes prime, et omnes 
apostolice dum una; omnes probant unitatem, 
ete. Vide the Essay of Henke before cited. 

Note.—The infallibility of the church was 
not believed during the first centuries. Between 
the period of the Nicene Council in the fourth 
century, and Gregory the Seventh, many traces 
of this opinion appear. From Gregory the 
Seventh until the Western schism in the four- 
teenth century, it was placed mostly in the in- 
fallibility of the pope. From that period until 
the Council at Trent, the idea prevailed that 
only the church collected in general council is 
infallible. Since that period, the opinions of 
catholic theologians have been divided on this 
point. Some (the genuine Romanists) make the 
pope the subject of this infallibility ; others (and 
among these even Febronius) suppose the ecu- 
menical councils alone infallible; others still 
(and principally the French theologians since the 
middle of the seventeenth century) attribute in- 
fallibility only to the church dispersed at large. 
At present this doctrine is wholly abandoned 
by some of the more liberal catholic theologians. 
Vide the excellent book (written by a catholic, ) 
entitled Kritische Geschichte der kirchlichen 
Unfehlbarkeit, ziir Beforderung einer freyern 
Priifung des Katholicismus, Frankf. a. M. 1792, 
8vo. Cf. also the very learned and liberal 
work, entitled «« Thomas Freykirch, oder Frey- 
miithige Untersuchung von einem katholischen 
Gottesgelehrten tiber die Unfehlbarkeit der ka- 
tholischen Kirche, Ir. b.; Frankf. und Leipzig, 
1792, 8vo. 


IV. The Perpetuity of the Church. 


Christ himself teaches, with the greatest as- 
surance, that the religious society and constitu- 
tion founded by him will never cease, but be 
perpetual. All the powers of decay and destruc- 
tion shall not get advantage over it, mira qdov 
(where all which perishes or is destroyed upon 
the earth is collected) ob xarixvoovow antnss 
Matt. xvi. 18. It is the doctrine of the New 
Testament that Christ, as the Ruler of the 
church, is now actively employed in heaven for 
its good, and that he will continue until the end 
of the world to support and enlarge it. Vide 
Matt. xxviii. 20; 1 Cor. xv. 25, coll. Ephes. iv. 
16, and s. 98, respecting the kingdom of Christ. 
This, however, is not to be so understood as to 
imply that the pazsisular forms of doctrine which 
prevail at any particular time, and the particu- 
lar ckairch communions originating from them, 
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will be of perpetual duration. Changes must 
necessarily here take place. The history of the 
church teaches that one mode of church polity 
succeeds another, and that yet, however great 
these changes may be, Christianity still sur- 
vives. External constitutions and economies 
resemble the scaffolding, which aid in the con- 
struction of the building, but are not the build- 
ing itself. They may be taken down and broken 
to pieces when they have answered their pur- 
poses, and the building will then proceed in a 
different way. That this is so, is proved by the 
history of the church. It has been, however, a 
common mistake for the members of certain par- 
ticular churches—e. g., the catholic, Lutheran, 
and others, to suppose that if their particular 
constitution should cease the whole Christian 
church and Christianity itself would perish. 
So most in ail the separate communions still 
think, and always have thought; and yet the 
Christian doctrine and church have hitherto 
been perpetuated, notwithstanding the greatest 
revolutions in states and in ecclesiastical poli- 
ties; and this beyond a doubt would still be the 
case, even if the particular churches and esta- 
blishments now existing should perish. The 
spirit and essential nature of Christianity may 
remain, however much its external form may be 
altered. Christianity, however, is not so con- 
nected with any one place or nation that it must 
necessarily be perpetuated there, nor has any 
one church a promise that its descendants shall 
be Christians. We know from the history of 
the church, that where Christianity was once 
most flourishing, it has since been expelled, 
either by superstition or unbelief, and it has 
thence travelled to other regions which were 
formerly sunk in the deepest night of isnorance. 
Let the reader call to mind the former flourishing 
condition of the Eastern churches, and then com- 
pare with it their present state. Every church 
should make the use of this fact which is sug- 
gested in Rev. ii. 5. 


SECTION CXXXVI. 


OF THE HEAD OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH; AND 
OF THE INSTITUTIONS ESTABLISHED TO MAIN= 
TAIN AND EXTEND IT, ESPECIALLY THROUGH 
THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC TEACHING. 


I. The Head of the Church. 


Tue only true Head and supreme Lord of the 
Christian church is Jesus Christ, according to 
the uniform doctrine of Christ himself and the 
apostles. Vide Morus, p. 278, s. 2, Those 
who profess his doctrine are brethren, and ag 
such have equal rights. Vide Matt. xxiii. 8. 
Hence he is called 6 MOUnys Gpyurouunys Xe Te Me 
John, x. 12; 1 Pet. v. 4; Heb. xiii. 20; and 
xepann éxxayocas, Ephes. i. 22, iv 155 Col. it 
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10. Nor is he called by these titles merely in 
a figurative sense, but because, in his exalted 
state, he exercises unwearied and watchful care 
over men, and especially over his church and 
its members. Vide s. 98, respecting the king- 
dom of Christ. 

Christ therefore by no means wished that his 
apostles should exercise a lordly dominion over 
other Christians, Luke, xxii. 24, and they never 
assumed such authority, but expressly protested 
against it. Vide 1 Pet. v. 1—3; 1 Cor. v. 6, 
seq. Nor was it his will that one of the apos- 
tles, or his successors, should possess supre- 
macy and magisterial power over the church, 
like what is asserted in the Romish church re- 
specting Peter and his successors, of which 
there is not a trace in the New Testament or in 
the first centuries, as appears from church his- 
tory. The text, Matt. xvi. 18, upon this rock I 
will build my church, relates indeed to Peter and 
his merits in diffusing the Christian faith. For 
history teaches that he really laid the first foun- 
dation of the great building of the house of God 
after the departure of Christ, both from the Jews, 
Acts ii., and from the Gentiles, Acts x.—a 
building which is firmly based (built on a 
rock,) and which will endure until the end of 
the world, whence he is always pre-eminent 
among the apostles. But nothing is said in this 
passage respecting his own supreme and judi- 
sial power over the church, or that of his suc- 
sessors. Peter is here spoken of as a disciple, 
md not as a ruler and governor. Morus ex- 
gains this passage very well, (p. 284, seq. n. 3.) 

It is therefore justly affirmed in the protestant 
shurch that Christ has constituted no visible 
nead of the whole church who is to hold his 
place upon the earth, and to act and make de- 
crees as his representative and in his name. 

lt is quite another question, Whether the 
Christian church has not the right to commit to 
some one the charge and government of its exter- 
nal public concerns 2? This right the church cer- 
tainly has; and if good order is to be preserved, 
it must be exercised, because all the members 
of the church cannot take part in its govern- 
ment. ‘nus it was in the apostolic church. 
But the owe, or the many, who are appointed to 
this duty, aad who constitute an ecelesiam re- 
presentativa 1, possess this pre-eminence not 
jure divino, but rumano. They ought not 
therefore to sive out their decretals as divine, 
and in the name uf God. Their enactments are 
merely human, ar, ought to have no more than 
human authority. they may be altered, im- 
proved, &c. 

Since, moreovei, .n every well-organized so- 
ciety there must be subordination, no good rea- 
gon can be given why this should not be intro- 
duced among the o.ticers and teachers of the 
Christian church, anu why one should not have 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


more authority than another. In this way, sta 
very early period, a great pre-eminence over the 
other occidental bishops was ascribed to the 
Roman bishops, and he was called the head of 
the (occidental) church, while as yet there was 
no absolute dominion or magisterial power over 
the church allowed him. But for a further ac- 
count of this matter we must refer to canon law 
and church history. 


Il. The Office of Teaching in the Church. 


Every Christian has the right, and indeed is 
under obligation, to do all in his power to main- 
tain and promote Christian knowledge and feele 
ing. Vide Rom. xv. 14; Gal. vi. 1; Eph. v. 
19; vi. 4; 1 Thess. v.14. But since all Chris- 
tians have not the time, talents, or other qualifi- 
cations requisite for this work, some were set 
apart by Christ, whose appropriate business and 
calling it should be to teach and counsel those 
committed to their charge; and these were to 
be the instruments through whom he designed 
that his doctrine should be maintained and trans- 
mitted, and the practice of it promoted. Paul 
therefore derives the institution of the different 
kinds of officers and teachers in the church di- 
rectly from God and Christ, and says that each 
received a different office and employment, ac- 
cording to his talents and gifts; 1 Cor. xii. 28; 
Eph. iv. 11, 12; and in the latter passage he 
says that this arrangement was made for the 
perfection and edification of the Christian 
church, (xpos xazaprropor—ecs oixodou7jy cduatos 
Xpesvov.) They are hence called txypévas and 
diaxovor @cov and Xprorov—those who stand in 
the service of God and Christ, and are employed 
by them as instruments. hey are also called 
fellow workers with God, (ovvepyor,) 1 Cor. iii. 9. 

The Christian office of teaching was therefore 
appointed by Jesus Christ himself as an insti- 
tution designed for the maintenance and spread 
of the gospel through all ages. And he had 
the right to do this, as being commissioned and 
authorized by God himself to be the founder 
and head of his church. No one of his follow- 
ers can therefore consistently undervalue this 
institution, or wilfully withdraw himself, on any 
pretence, fromm the assemblies of Christians for 
the purpose of religious instruction. Matt. 
XXvill. 18—20; Eph. iv. 11, seq.; Heb. x. 25. 
But it is necessary, in order to obviate various 
abuses and mistakes, that we should here more 
particularly illustrate some points relating to the 
office of teaching. 

(1) The apostles were set apart, as public 
teachers and as founders of Christian churches, 
directly by Christ himself; and they again, as 
ambassadors for Christ, appointed a perpetual 
office of teaching, and the pubiic assembling of 
Christians for worship, and other institutions, 
calculated to impart strength and perpetuity to 
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the church. Cf. the first chapters of the Acts of 
the Apostles. Cf. also Spalding, Vom Werth 
und Nutzen des Predigtamts, 2te Ausg.; Berlin, 
1773, 8vo. 

The teachers in the apostolic church are di- 
vided into ordinary and extraordinary. Among 
the latter are included the«apostles themselves, 
the evangelists, (who were missionaries and as- 
sistants of the apostles,) and in general all who 
were not appointed as permanent teachers over 
particular churches, but who were employed in 
extending Christianity, and in founding new 
churches. Among the former—the ordinary and 
permanent officers and teachers of each particu- 
lar church—were imioxono, mpeoBirepor, mov- 
pévss, SeSaoxaror, (of which the general name is 
Hyorvuevor, officers, rulers of the church, Hebrews, 
xill. 7, 17, 24.) Some of these had more. to do 
with the external concerns of the church, (pres- 
bytert regentes, xouéves,) and others were more 
especially employed in instruction, ( presbyteri 
docentes, S.Sacxarov.) But for a more particular 
account of this matter we must refer to church 
history. 

These officers and teachers were not appointed 
immediately by Christ himself; and in the first 
church they were not always appointed in the 
same way and by the same persons; certainly 
no rule was given respecting this point which 
should be binding in all places and at all times. 
The apostles never imposed teachers upon any 
church, but left to the churches the enjoyment 
of the right belonging to them of choosing their 
own teachers. his right of choosing their of- 
ficers was sometimes exercised by the churches 
—e. g., Acts, vi. 2, 3,5; 2 Cor. viii. 19; and 
sometimes they left it to the apostles, or persons 
commissioned by them, to whom was committed 
the care of the public affairs of the church—e. 
g., 2 Tim. ii. 2; Tit. i. 5, seq. 

But all these teachers and overseers, appoint- 
ed either by the churches or their rulers and re- 
presentatives, were regarded in the New Testa- 
ment as appointed by God, or the Holy Ghost, 
or Christ—e. g., Acts, xx. 28; Col. iv. 17; be- 
cause their consecration took place on his autho- 
rity, and according to his will. It is common 
to denominate the naming and consecration of 
any one to the office of teaching, his calling (vo- 
eatin), because x7p and xaasey are used in the 
scriptures with respect to the designation of 
prophets and other teachers, and the div: ae com- 
missions entrusted to them. And this calling, 
even in application to the teachers of religion at 
the present day, may be denominated divine, so 
far as it is accordant with the divine will, and 
with the order which God has established; in 
the same way as the institution of government 
is called divine, Romans, xiii. 1. At the present 
time, however, this calling is never cmmediately 
from Gud. And every teacher may be sure that 
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he has a divine call (i. e., one in aceordance 
with the divine will) when in a regular manner 
he has received a commission to his office from 
those who have"the right to induct him, and 
after careful examination, in the presence of 
God, has found that he can hope to discharge 
its duties with the divine approbation. The, 
characteristics of a teacher who is acceptable to 
God and to Christ are briefly enumerated, 1 
Tim. iii. 2—7; 2 Tim. ii. 24; Titus, i. 5~—9; 
1 Pet. v. 2, seq.; and by these each one may 
examine himself. 

That a teacher of religion should be solemnly 
consecrated to his office, or ordained, is a regula- 
tion which is indeed useful both to the teacher 
himself and to the church; but, in itself consi- 
dered, it is not a matter juris divini; it is no- 
where expressly commanded by God, and con- 
tributes nothing, considered as an external cere- 
mony, to efficiency and activity in the sacred 
office. Luther himself pronounced ordination 
not to be necessary, and said that a rightful call- 
ing is sufficient to make any one a rightful 
teacher, and this is the consecration of God. 
And this is very true; for the right to teach 
does not properly depend upon ordination, but 
upon yocation. On protestant principles, the 
ordination of a teacher is nothing else than a 
public approval and confirmation of his calling 
to the office of teaching; so that thenceforward 
he may begin his work, and enjoy his rights 
Morus, p. 282, n. 3. 

The act which is now called ordination, and 
which is still retained in the protestant church, 
is something very different from ordination ac- 
cording to the use of the ancient church, and the 
old ecclesiastical Latinity. Ordinatio was there 
the same as yecporovia, and was taken from mille 
tary life among the Romans, like the word or- 
dines ; for Christians were called milites Christi. 
It was therefore synonymous with constitutio, 
constituere ad munus publicum, and was the same 
with vocare. But afterwards they made a sepa- 
rate order of the clergy, and allowed them en 
tirely peculiar privileges, and an ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction, and then called them ordo, in the 
same sense in which the Roman senate is called 
ordo, ordo senatorius, with which it was com- 
pared; and when any one was received into 
this order by special consecration, he was said 
ordinart. 

The right of ordaining, according to protest- 
ant principles, is not confined to particular per- 
sons—e. g., bishops; but it can be performed 
by any one who is commissioned to do it by the 
church, or by their functionaries and representas 
tives. The imposition of hands in the induction 
of teachers into office is mentioned—e. g., 1 Tim. 
iv. 14; Acts, xiii. 3; and is a ceremony bor- 
rowed from the Jewish church, where it was 
practised with regard to all to whom any office 
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was given, to whom anything was promised, or 
for whom any blessing was implored from God, 
as a sign of blessing, invocation, &c.—sy mbo- 
lum collationis. 

There is one practice in the protestant church 
with reference to this subject which is a real 
remnant of popery—viz., that an ordained per- 
gon may still teach and administer the sacra- 
ments, even when he no longer properly fills an 
office as a teacher of religion, as if ordination 
put a character indelebilis upon a person; while 
the truth is, that the permission and the right to 
discharge these duties depend upon a person’s 
vocation to the sacred office, and not upon his 
ordination. In this respect, therefore, the prac- 
tice of the protestant church is inconsistent with 
its theory, and many evil consequences are the 
result. 

(2) Of the rights of Christian teachers. 

First. As to the rights of teachers, they have, 
merely as teachers, no other than to instruct and 
counsel that part of the church entrusted to their 
care, to perform the services of public worship, 
and in return to expect their maintenance from 
the church; 1 Pet. v. 2,3; Acts, xx. 28; 1 Cor. 
ix.6—14. The church and the government may, 
however, if they see it to be best, confer still 
other rights, privileges, and immunities upon 
teachers. 

Note.—As to the manner in which the church 
shall be governed, and by what sort of persons, 
and how instruction shall be provided for, there 
are no precepts given in the Bible. Properly, 
all Christians have a right to teach—every fa- 
ther his own family; and even to administer the 
sacraments, as even Tertullian truly observes. 
There is, therefore, truly a jus latcorum sacerdo- 
tale, as Grotius, Salmasius, BOhmer, and Spener 
have maintained. Even among the Jews the 
teachers of the people were not priests, but lay- 
men; and any one who had proper qualifications 
might teach in the synagogue or in the temple. 
Among the ancient Israelites the prophets were 
commonly not from the order of the priesthood, 
but for the most part from other tribes, classes, 
and orders of the people. But for the sake of 
good order, the business of teaching and of per- 
forming the services of public worship must ne- 
cessarily be entrusted to some particular persons; 
otherwise irregularities and abuses are inevita- 
ble; as may be seen from the example of some 
sects which allow every one to teach, 1 Cor. xii. 

Secondly. It was not long, however, before 
other rights and privileges were conferred upon 
the teachers of the Christian church ; partly such 
as had belonged to the Jewish priests (with whom 
Christian teachers were compared) and even to 
the heathen priests within the Roman empire, 
and partly such as were given to the extraordi- 
nary teachers in the first Christian church, and 
especially to the apostles. ‘To these extraordi- 
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nary teachers Christ promised extraordinary 
gifts of the Spirit, and many of their peculiar 
privileges and rights were founded upon these 
gifts, and could not be claimed by their succes- 
sors, to whom these gifts were not imparted. 

. Among these is especially the office or the 
power of the keys, (potestas clavium.) This in- 
cludes the power of forgiving or not forgiving 
sins, like what is common in the protestant 
church at confessions, or at the preparation for 
the Lord’s Supper; (against which there is no- 
thing to be objected, if it is understood that this 
absolution is not collativa, but merely declarativa 
or hypothetica ;) and also plenipotentiary power, 
either to exclude any one from church fellow- 
ship, or to receive him again; so that the entire 
administration of church discipline is called off- 
cium clavium. Vide Morus, p. 286—288. 

But with regard to this there are more mis- 
takes than one which need to be answered. 

(a) In all the passages of the New Testa- 
ment which are appealed to in behalf of the 
power of the keys, the apostles only—the exira- 
ordinary teachers of the church—are spoken of. 

(b) In the passages Matt. xvi. 19 and xviii. 
18, nothing is said about forgiving or not for- 
giving sins, but about binding and loosing, 
which in such a connexion always mean, in the 
Syriac, Chaldaic, and the Rabbinical writers, 
to forbid and to allow. Cf. Lightfoot and Wet- 
stein on these texts. The meaning is— You, 
as my ambassadors, shall have power in the 
Christian church (xasts Bactrstas tov odparay) 
to make regulations and to give precepts, to 
allow and to forbid ; and God will approve these 
your appointments, and they shall be regarded 
by men as if they were from God.” For the 
apostles had special gifts of the Spirit, and 
were the ambassadors of God and of Christ. 
The doctrine of the apostles should therefore be 
to all Christians the rule of what they should 
do and what they should leave undone. The 
same is taught in other words, Matt. xviii. 18. 
This is somewhat differently explained by Mo- 
rus, p. 284, 287. 

(c) In John, xx. 23, Christ gives to his apos-_ 
tles, as ambassadors of God, full power to for- 
give sins, or to withhold forgiveness. The rea- 
son of this is to be found in the gifts of the 
Spirit promised ver. 22. The apostles did not 
indeed become omniscient and infallible by the 
possession of these extraordinary gifts; but they 
received power to free men from certain evils, 
which were regarded as punishments of sin, 
especially from sicknesses ; and it is this power 
which seems to be here spoken of, and therefore 
not so much de remisstone peccatorum VERBALI, 
(as theologians call it,) as de remzsstone reali. 
Thus the healing of the lame man, Matt. ix. 6, 
is derived from the power which the Messiak 
possessed of forgiving sing. 
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(d) The right to receive any one into the fel- 
fowship of the church, or to exclude him from 
it, did not belong to the apostles or to other 
teachers exclusively. Nor did the apostles ever 
exercise it, or claim it for themselves; but they 
left the exercise of it to the churches. Vide 
1 Cor. v. 13; 2 Cor. ii. 6—10. That the church 
not only have the right, but are under obliga- 
tion, to provide for the support of their doctrine 
and constitution, and to see to it that nothing is 
done contrary to them, is indeed unquestionable. 
And this is the foundation of Christian disci- 
pline—i. e., of all those public regulations and 
appointments by which the Christian doctrine 
and constitution, and a correspondent demean- 
our in the members of the church, are promoted 
and preserved. And this is according to scrip- 
ture. But respecting the manner in which 
Christian churches shall administer this disci- 
pline, no general rules are given. This must 
depend upon the situation and circumstances of 
each particular church. The church may allow 
this right to be exercised by some particular 
persons—e. g., by its teachers; but these in 
such a case do not possess this right in and of 
themselves, but in the name of the church and 
as its representatives. In the Augsburg Con- 
fession and the Apology there is a particular 
chapter on the power of the church as exercised 
through its teachers. But many protestant teach- 
ets are dissatisfied with having their power 
limited to mere teaching and counselling. It is 
moreover a maxim in the protestant church, that 
church discipline should not have the form and 
effect of civil punishments. Vide Morus, p. 
285, s. 8. 

If therefore the phrase, the power of the keys, 
is to be retained, and this power is to be consi- 
dered as belonging to the office of teaching, it 
must be understood to denote the right and duty 
of the teacher earnestly to exhibit before the 
impenitent and unconverted the consequences 
of their sins, the divine punishments; to ad- 
monish them, to counsel and exhort them to re- 
pentance ; and, on the contrary, to comfort and 
console the penitent, and to convince them, with 
reasons drawn from the Christian system, of 
the mercy of God, and the forgiveness of their 
sins. This right is derived from the very object 
of their office, and cannot be denied. Cf. the 
texts relating to this subject, as cited by Morus, 
p- 283, n. 2, and p. 287, No. 2. And to these 
points are the rights and duties of teachers 
limited, according to the principles of the pro- 
testant church. 

Note 1.—The more extended investigation of 
the doctrines of church government, of the 
primacy, of the rights of the church and its 
teachers, the relation of the church to the state, 
&c., which were formerly introduced into the 
theological systerrs, belong rather to canon law 
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or to church history. It will be sufficient here 
to make this one additional remark, that the 
uniting of persons in an ecclesiastical society 
produces no alterations in their lawful, civil, 
and domestic relations. Vide 1 Cor. vii. 20—24. 
The church is nota society which is opposed 
to the state; it rather contributes to advance 
the good ends of civil society. Hence the mem- 
bers of the church are always directed to yield 
the most perfect obedience to the government. 
Vide Luke, xx. 25; Rom. xiii. 1; 1 Pet. ii. 
13—17. The true Christian should not indeed 
conform to the world (the great body of unre- 
newed men), and ought to keep himself unspot- 
ted from the world; still he should not, of his 
own accord, relinquish his worldly station and 
calling, so far as it is not sinful. 

[Vote 2.—On the general subject of this arti- 
cle, cf. Hahn, s. 613, ff. Neander, Kircheng. 
ij. b. 1 Abth. s. 346. Bretschneider, b. ii. s. 
785, f.—Tr.] 


ARTICLE XIV. 


OF THE TWO SACRAMENTS—BAPTISM AND 
THE LORD’S SUPPER. 


SECTION CXXXVII. 


OF THE SACRAMENTS IN GENERAL. 


I. Different uses of the term “ Sacramentum.” 


(1) In the earliest times of the church. Even 
Tertullian employed the term sacramentum with 
reference to Baptism and the Lord’s Supper (sa- 
cramentum aque et eucharistx), and many of the 
Latin teachers after him. But neither Tertullian 
nor the other ancient fathers employ it exclu- 
sively with reference to these; but they were 
accustomed also to apply it to other things, to 
such especially as they elsewhere called myste- 
ria. Hence we find that in Tertullian the 
terms mysteritum and sacramentum are used to 
denote the whole Christian religion and its par- 
ticular doctrines. The doctrine of the Trinity, 
of the Incarnation of Christ, &c., are called al- 
ternately mysterivm and sacramentum. The 
same is true of all the rites and ceremonies 
practised by Christians, so far as they are the 
types of spiritual things, and have a special sig- 
nificancy, or a secret sense, or are kept private. 

But from whence is this use of SACRAMENTUM 
derived? Not from the ancient Latin significa- 
tions of this word, according to which it denotes 
the military oath, or a sum of money deposited, 
but from the ancient Latin versions of the Bible 
—e. g., the Vulgate. In these the Greek pvo- 
ayprov is frequently rendered by the word saera- 


mentum. And since this Greek term was "sed 
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respecting all secret and unknown things, and 
aesignated the higher religious truths, the secret 
sense of a thing, &c. (vide Introduction, s. 6), 
the term sacramentum was employed in ecclesi- 
astical Latinity in all these senses. And it 
was adopted the more willingly by the fathers, 
because they were accustomed to compare the 
doctrines and rites of Christianity with the doc- 
trines and ceremonies of the pagan mysteries, 
in order to secure for them a higher regard and 
authority among the heathen. ‘The texts of the 
Vulgate on which this use is founded are the 
following—viz., Dan. ii. 18, 30, where Ne- 
buchadnezzar’s unknown dream is called sacra- 
mentum. Tob. xii. 6,7; B. of Wisdom, ii. 22; 
Ephes. iii. 3, 9, where it stands for the Chris- 
tian system, and ‘ts particular doctrines. Ephes. 
v. 32; Rev. i. 20; xvii. 7, &c. The fathers now 
called everything standing in any relation to 
religion, sacramentum, and extended it espe- 
cially to all religious rites which have a secret 
sense or anything symbolical, and which are 
the external and sensible signs of certain spiri- 
tual things not cognizable by the senses. Re- 
specting the meaning of this term, cf. G. J. 
Vossius, Disp. xx. de Baptismo; Amst. 1648. 
Gesner, Thesaur. Lat. h. v. Windorf, Index 
Latin. Tertull. t. vi. p. 500. The primary 
sense, therefore, of the term sacramentum, is, 
as Morus justly observes, sacrum signum, or 
stenificalio ret sacrz. 

(2) The rites of baptism and the Lord’s Sup- 
per have always been justly regarded in the 
Christian church as the most important acts of 
religious service, and as possessing a peculiar, 
mystical efficacy. But to many other usages 
which have gradually become prevalent in the 
church, and which were not instituted by 
Christ himself, a great significance and effi- 
cacy was attributed; and they were supposed 
to contain deep religious mysteries. To ail 
these the term sacramentum was applied, in the 
sense in which it was used by Aucustine—viz., 
Sacramentum est visible signum ret sacrx, sive 
rei divine invisibilis. In this way all the rites 
of the church might be reckoned as belonging 
to the sacraments, and this was actually done, 

Now after the twelfth century the schoolmen 
began to contend about the number of the sa- 
eraments, and at length most of them settled 
4pon seven (as a sacred number), which they 
regarded as the most important and efficacious, 
and to which, by way of eminence, they gave 
the name sacramenté These were first dis- 
snctly stated by Peter of Lombardy, in the 
twelfth century, as baptism, the Lord’s Supper, 
confirmation, (confirmatio catecumenorum), ordi- 
nation, extreme wnelion, auricrlar confession (sa- 
eramentum penitentiz), and wedlock. He was 
followed in this by most of the teachers in the 
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Romish church, and they endeavoured to sup 
port their opinion even from the Bible. This 
doctrine was not, however, publicly acknow- 
ledged until the Council at Trent, in the six- 
teenth century. It must be acknowledged that 
this selection does not reflect much credit upon ° 
‘the sagacity of the one who made it; and it 
proved the occasion of a great accumulation of 
ceremonies, and confirmed the people in the de- 
lusion that Christianity consists essentially in 
ecclesiastical rites, and that those invented by 
men have equal authority with baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper, which depend upon divine ap- 
pointment, and possess equal power and effi- 
cacy. 

(3) These perversions induced the protestant 
theologians of the sixteenth century, especially 
those of the Lutheran church, to use the word 
sacramentum in a more limited sense than that 
in which it had been previously taken, and so 
to determine its meaning that it should no more 
include all the rites which had been formerly 
denominated sacramenta, but merely baptism 
and the Lord’s Supper. Hence the doctrine of 
seven sacraments was publicly established in 
the Romish church by the Council at Trent, in 
opposition to the protestants; and it was there 
maintained that all the seven were instituted by 
Christ, and were sacraments in the same sense 
with baptism and the Lord’s Supper. It is 
however expressly said, in the Apology of the 
Augsburg Confession by Melancthon, that no- 
thing depends upon the use of the word, or 
upon the nwmber, if the thing itself is only 
rightly understood, and human institutions are 
not made of equal authority with those of God. 
Nemo vir prudens de nomine et numero rixabitur. 
Cf. Morus, p. 276, s. 5. 

The Lutheran theologians have adhered close- 
ly to the use of this word in the narrower sense 
adopted in the sixteenth century. Bat the re- 
formed theologians have often used it in the 
wider sense, after the ancient manner—e. g., 
they frequently call the Levitical ceremonies 
and all the types of the Old Testament, saera- 
ments. Many among the catholics (Bellarmin, 
and more lately Oberthiir) have expressly al~ 
lowed that baptism and the Lord’s Supper are 
the most general and important of the sacra~ 
ments, and that they therefore approached the 
protestants more nearly than the Council at 
Trent. Oberthtir (in his Idea Bibl. Eceles. Dei, 
vol. ii.) confesscs that Christ expressly and 
immediately appointed only two sacraments, 
but insists that he vonferred upon the church 
and the priesthood the power to add others. 
The assertion made by some that baptism and 
the Lord’s Supper are even in the New Testa- 
ment denominated pusrypra, is without founda. 
tion. For the oixovouos wrornpiwy @zod (1 Cor 
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iv. 1), is one who teaches the doctrines which 
God has revealed to men, and of which they 
were before ignorant. Vide chap. ii. 7. 


1. Development of the idea which is connected in 
the Lutheran church with the term “ Sacra- 
ment ;” and the marks by which Sacraments are 
distinguished from other ceremonies. 


(1) By the word sacraments is understood, in 
the Lutheran church, those religious rites and 
ceremonies which God himself has instituted in 
the holy scriptures, by which certain spiritual 
blessings are represented and actually communt- 
cated. Luther defined a sacrament, in this nar- 
rower sense, as follows:—ZJt zs an observance 
appointed by God, in which one makes use of a 
visible thing, which has the divine word of com- 
mand and of promise. Cf. Morus, p. 274, s. 2, 
ria 

The essential characteristics of a sacrament 
are therefore the following—viz., 

(a) Sacraments are external religious acts. 

(6) They are among those acts which are po- 
sitively instituted—i. e., they are such as stand 
in no essential connexion, from their internal 
nature, with religion and the welfare of men, 

1ike prayer, for example.) And all the reli- 
gious acts which have these two characteristics 
are called ceremonies. 

(c) They are instituted and appointed by. God 
himself. 

(d) They serve not only to exhibit or repre- 
sent to the senses the spiritual blessings which 
flow from God and Christ, but actually to com- 
municate them. 

In every sacrament, therefore, there are two 
parts ;—the visible thing (materia, or res terres- 
tris), which affects the senses, as the bread, 
wine, and water; and the invisible thing (res, 
or materia celestis), which is typified and im- 
parted by the external sign. But respecting 
the manner in which the sacraments exert their 
power and produce their effect, protestant theo- 
logians have not agreed; nor have even the Lu- 
theran theologians agreed among themselves. 
In this point, however, they coincide, that the 
sacraments do not exert a mechanical or miracu- 
lous power, as some catholics and enthusiasts 
have maintained ; for in that case they must act 
irresistibly ; but some of them contend that they 
have a physical power, or a power analogous to 
physical ( physico-analogam vim) ; while others 
say, that they have merely a moral effect. It 
is the same here as in the controversy respect- 
ing the power and efficacy of the divine word. 
These religious services stand in the most inti- 
mate connexion with the essential doctrines of 
the Christian system, and they can in themselves 
produce no effect upon those who have ‘no 
knowledge of these doctrines, or no conviction 
of their truth—i. e., no faith. The truths of 
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religion which are herein represented, and 
which should be deduced from these ceremo- 
nies, produce their effect in the same way (or 
rather the Holy Ghost produces through them 
an effect in the same way) upon the heart of 
man, as they are accustomed in other cases to 
do, when they are heard, read, &c.; only in 
these sacraments they are not taught by words, 
but in different ways are rendered obvious to 
the senses. All which has been before said 
respecting the operations of grace through the 
Word of God, s. 129, seq., is therefore equally 
applicable to this subject. Cf. especially with 
reference to the Biblical doctrine, s. 131. Me- 
lancthon, therefore, well observed in the Augs- 
burg Confession, Art. vii., that Augustine truly 
said, Sacramentum esse verbum visibile; for, he 
adds, rétus oculis accipitur (ut moveat corda), et 
est quasi pictura verbt, idem significans quod ver- 
bum. Now in the same way in which God éx- 
erts his power through the word, when it is 
heard or read, in the very same way does he 
act through the Word (the ¢ruth), when in 
other ways and by external rites it is repre- 
sented to the senses. 

(2) Inferences from this representation of the 
Lutheran theologians. Yrom this limitation of 
the idea of sacramentum it follows that only 
baptism and the Lord’s Supper can properly be 
regarded as sacraments. For the characteristics 
of the sacraments have been so settled that they 
can all apply only to these two; and other ce- 
remonies are excluded from the number. By 
these distinctions are excluded, 

(a) The five other sacraments of the Romish 
church, because the third and fourth of the cha- 
racteristics above mentioned do not belong to 
them; or at least one or the other of these two 
characteristics is wanting. Morus shews this 
particularly with regard to each one of the five 
Romish sacraments, p. 275, s. 4, in the Note. 

(b) The washing of feet (pedilavium), which 
was regarded by some as a religious rite ap- 
pointed for all the members of the Christian 
church in all ages, because Christ washed his 
disciples’ feet, (John, xiii. 5,) and because it 
appears from 1 Tim. v. 10, that this rite was 
practised in the first Christian church. But 
this act was symboleal, and Christ designed by 
it to inculeate upon his disciples, after the ori- 
ental manner, the duty of Christian love, con- 
descension, and readiness to serve others. 
Vide ver. 12, seq. It was never appointed by 
the apostles as a rule for all Christians in all 
ages. By degrees, as customs altered, and 
another mode of thinking prevailed, it fell into 
disuse in most of the Western churches. Still 
it was long retained in the Eastern churches, 
and in some of them is common to this day. 
Even in the West, it has been revived by some 
of the smaller churches—~e. g., by a part of the 

258 


482 ‘ 


Mennonites; and it is now practised by some, 
though not all, belonging to the society of 
United Brethren. They, however, do not in- 
sist that it is an essential Christian rite, which 
must be observed by all Christians, and which 
should again be introduced into all Christian 
churches, after it has now fallen into disuse; 
but they leave every one to his own judgment 
respecting it. 

(c) The Jewish religious rites, such as offer- 
ings, sacrifices, &c. For Paul says that they 
did not effect the forgiveness of sin before God, 
although they were instituted by him, Heb. ix. 
9;x.11. So far as they typified spiritual bless- 
ings, (vide s. 90, III. 7,) they might be called 
sacraments in the old sense. 

(d) Especially have circumcision and the 
passover been considered as sacraments, and 
called, by way of distinction, sacramenta Vete- 

4 . . 
ris Testamenti, and compared with baptism and 
the Lord’s Supper. But many modern theolo- 
gians have decided that they cannot be called 
sacraments in the sense of the Lutheran church. 
For although they were commanded by God, 
they were attended by no promise of spiritual 
blessings. Circumcision related merely to ex- 
ternal good, the possession of Canaan, the pos- 
terity of Abraham, &c., Gen. xvii., and not to 
the forgiveness of sins, &c. On the contrary, 
it is assigned as the object of baptism, the ini- 
tiatory rite of the Christian religion, to promote 
the circumeision of the heart, or moral improve- 
ment. Vide Col. ii. 11,12. The passover was 
instituted merely to commemorate the deliver- 
ance of the Jews from Egypt. Still, although 
it is not declared in the scriptures that baptism 
and the Lord’s Supper have come into the place 
of circumcision and the passover, yet both of 
the latter may be regarded as sacraments, so 
far. as they typified spiritual blessings. For it 
was expressly said to Abraham at his circumci- 
sion, that the great promises made to him and 
his posterity should be fulfilled, (Gen. xvii. 
21,) and among these were spiritual blessings. 
And all the offerings and festivals of the Jewish 
religion, and especially these two, which were 
_ the most solemn, are said in the New Testa- 
ment to have a figurative sense. Vide 1 Cor. 
v. 7; John, xix. 36; ands. 90. Cf. Heilmann, 
Definienda justa sacramentorum notione, in his 
*¢ Opuscula,” th. i. s. 433. 


Til. The Object of Christ in instituting these two 
Sacraments. 


(1) The utility and necessity of religious rites 
may be inferred from the constitution of our na- 
ture. Man is nota mere spirit, but a being com- 
posed of reason and sense. And on this account 
there must be something in religion which will 
appeal to his senses, exeite and sustain his de- 
votion, and strengthen his zeal in piety. The 
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sensible representation of the truths of religion 
often makes a stronger impression upon men, 
as experience shews, than mere instruction ; be- 
cause their feelings are apt to be more strongly 
excited by anything which appeals to the senses 
than by that which addresses simply the under- 
standing. Hence our religious services cannot. 
be merely spiritual. Even ceremonies of human 
appointment have a great effect, and far more 
those which have divine authority, and, like 
baptism and the Lord’s Supper, are accompa- 
nied with special promises. 

Religious rites in general contribute much 
also to the support of religion itself; since by 
their means the solemn and public profession 
of religion is renewed, and even children are 
from their youth up accustomed to them, and 
are bound to their observance. A religion with- 
out external religious rites, and without the 
aids of sensible exhibitions of its truths, would 
be as liable to become obsolete, as the different 
systems of philosophy. The truth of this re- 
mark is confirmed by the history of the church. 
In the oriental church, Christianity was indeed 
very early disfigured by many false doctrines ; 
but the profession of Christ, and the essentials 
of his religion, still continued, until Moham- 
med and his adherents succeeded in abolishing 
Christian worship, together with baptism and 
the Lord’s Supper. It is therefore very neces- 
sary that these religious rites should de main- 
tained; and the opponents of Christianity pro- 
ceed very wisely when they endeavour to bring 
them into disuse and contempt. For.the doc- 
trines to which they relate must soon share the 
same fate. 

(2) But itis equally important, on the other 
hand, that religion should not be overloaded 
with external rites, and that they should be as 
few as possible; for when they are multiplied 
their effect is weakened, and they are soon re- 
garded with indifference and contempt. This 
is proved by the example of all religions, and 
even of the Christian religion, when it has been 
burdened with ceremonies. Christ endeavoured 
by his doctrine to withdraw men more and more 
from what is external and sensible, and to pro- 
mote internal, spiritual worship, as an affair of 
the heart. Cf. John, iv. 23, 24. Hence he 
appointed but few ceremonies. An additionai 
reason for this was, that at the time when Chris- 
tianity was founded, the religious ceremonial 
both of the Jews and of the heathen nations wag 
looked upon with coldness, or even with con- 
tempt, by the more cultivated and thinking part 
of the public, on account of the great multiplis 
city of its rites, and the superstition with whien 
it was attended. Even a great portion of the 
religious Jews at that time felt the burden of 
the Jewish ceremonial law tc be very oppress 
sive. Cf. Acts, xv. 10; Matthew, xxiii, 4 
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A new religious institution, therefore, prescrib- 
ing but few, simple, and easy rites, would on 
this very account commend itself to the Jews 
and the heathen. Cf. Matt. ix. 14—17. 
Considered in this respect, these two sacra- 
ments of Christ have great advantages. They 
are natural, simple, and universally applicable. 
hey are therefore peculiarly appropriate to an 
institution which is designed to be universal. 
It is otherwise with the Jewish ritual, which is 
not adapted to all men, countries, and times. 
Indeed it was not designed by God for all men, 
but only for a particular period, and that for a 
limited time. Christ, however, has not forbid- 
den the introduction of other religious usages ; 
for an increase of them may often be indispen- 
sable to the maintenance of united religious 
worship. But he has left this to the discretion 
of his church, which may appoint and modify 
them according to the circumstances. Those, 
however, which Christ has instituted should 
serve as models and patterns, in point of sim- 
plicity, for all other Christian ceremonies. 


CHAPTER I. 


THE DOCTRINE OF CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 
SECTION CXXXVIII. 


NAMES, INSTITUTION, AND ORIGIN OF CHRISTIAN 
BAPTISM; WITH OBSERVATIONS ON JOHN THE 
BAPTIST AND THE JEWISH BAPTISM OF PROSE- 
LYTES. 


I, Names of Baptism in the Bible. 
(1) Td Baxcioua, from Barrie, which pro- 


perly signifies ¢o immerse, (like the Germ. 


taufen,) to dip in, to wash, (by immersion.) In 
the Syriac and Chaldaic (which Christ used) 
this is denoted by the words, 529, nd»29, 132, 
(Buxtorf, Lex. Chald. p. 849, 850.) Hence the 
washing of vessels with water is called Bazvo- 
ov, Mark, vii. 4. And instead of yrevray in 
ver. 3 of the same chapter, we have in ver. 4, 
Banzicwrra: so also of the washing of hands, 
Luke, xi. 38, seq. (In the New Testament the 
form 5 Barcuouds is never used for the religious 
rite of baptism, either of John or of Christ; but 
always 7d Banca.) Hence it is often used 
tropically, (a) For what flows, or is communi- 
cated, to any one in full measure; as in Latin, 
perfundere, embuere, &c.—e. g., Acts, i. 5. 
() For severe sufferings which befal any one— 
e. g., Matt. xx. 22, 23; for these are often com- 
pared with waves which overflow any one; Ps. 
Ixix. 2, 3. So among the Latins, fluetus mi- 
serize, mergi malis. Hence martyrdom is called 
by the ancients, baptisma sanguinis. In the 
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classics,—e. g., in Plato,—a drunken person 18 
said to be BagrioSeds, vino imbutus, mersus. 

(2) KaSapioucs, John, iii. 25; because by 
washing purification is effected, and baptism 
represents purification from sins, and is design- 
ed to promote this end in the one who is bap- 
tized. Hence Josephus (xviii. 7) employs éx- 
xagacpery in respect to the baptism of John. 
Perhaps, too, 2 Peter, i. 9, (xaSapiomos roy 
marae amapriar, coll, Eph. v.26) belongs in 
this connexion. 

(3) To dep, because baptism was adminis- 
tered with water; John, iii. 5, coll. Acts, x. 473 
Eph. v. 26, seq. 

(4) Among the church fathers one of the 
oldest names was wrtuouds, from the instruction 
which the subject of this rite received in con- - 
nexion with his baptism, as Justin the Martyr 
(Apol. i. 61) explains it. The Syriac, too, 
translates zovs anag§ pwrvsSévras (Heb. vi. 4), 
those once baptized, which version Michaelis 
follows, though it is a doubtful rendering. Bap- 
tism is moreover called by the church fathers, 
oppayus, sigillum, (character Christiani,) zaps, 
Zapoud, EvSuMG ApSapovas, x» Ts Ae 


II. Institution of Baptism, and the principal texts 
relating to it. 


Jesus, even during his life upon the earth, 
required those who wished to become his dis- 
ciples to be baptized by his apostles; John, iii. 
22, coll. ver. 5 of the same chapter, and chapter 
iv. 1,2, But at that time none but Jews were 
received into his church and baptized; as was 
the case also with Johnin his baptism. Shortly 
before his ascension to heaven, he first gave the 
commission to his apostles to admit all (xavra 
#3v7q) into the Christian church, and to baptize 
them without distinction; Matt. xxviii. 18—20,. 
cf. Mark, xvi. 15,16. They were to be made 
disciples of Jesus Christ, or professors of his 
religion (uaSyrevew) in a twofold manner— 
viz., by baptism and by instruction. They were 
to be baptized in the name of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit—i. e., by baptism they were 
to be obligated to accept and obey the doctrine 
which acknowledges and receives Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit. Whoever, therefore, is bap- 
tized, declares by this rite that he acknowledges 
Father, Son, and Spirit for his God, that he 
will obey his laws, and that he expects protec- 
tion and blessing from him; and God, on the 
other hand, promises and grants to him the en- 
joyment of all the benefits which the gospel of 
Christ enjoins upon us to expect from the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit. For a more full 
explanation of this formula, vide s. 35, I., and 
Morus, p. 275, s. 2, 3. It is the opinion of 
some that Christ did not design in this passage 
so much to prescribe a precise formula,—in 
which case he would rather have said, “ Bap- 
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tize ye, and say, I baptize thee in the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,”’—but that he 
merely intended to teach what is the meaning 
and object of this rite. That this command of 
Christ was obeyed by the apostles may be seen 
from the Acts and Epistles. The other import- 
ant passages concerning the object, design, and 
effect of baptism—e. g., John, iii. 5; Titus, iil. 
5; Acts, xxii. 16; Gal. iii. 27; Rom. vi. 3,4; 
Ephes. v. 26; 1 Pet. iil. 21, &., will be ex- 
plained in the following sections. 


III. Origin of Christian Baptism ; the Baptism of 
John, and the Jewish Baptism of Proselytes. 


(1) John baptized before Christ appeared 
publicly as a teacher, and Christ even suffered 
himself to be baptized by him. The baptism 
of John is described, equally with the baptism 
of Christ, as a divine institution, and as per- 
formed under divine authority; John, i. 33, 
(God sent him to baptize,) and Luke, vii. 30, 
where it is called a divine institution (Bovay 
@zov), and Matt. xxi. 25, seq. 

(2) But although this is a divine institution, 
we must still seek among the prevailing prac- 
tices and expectations of the Israelites the more 
immediate reason why just this and no other 
form of initiation was then introduced by John 
and Christ. From the passage, John, i. 25, it 
is manifest that the Jews (the Sanhedrim and 
the Pharisees) expected that the Messiah and 
his herald Elias would baptize. Cf. Lightfoot 
on this text. And so, many even among the 
learned (the Pharisees and Sadducees) suffered 
themselves to be baptized by John (Matt. iii. 
7); which probably would not have been the 
case if baptism had been to them a strange and 
unheard of thing. The Israelites, like many 
other nations, had different forms of lustration 
and washings with water, which were clearly 
prescribed by their law, by means of which they 
sanctified, consecrated, and cleansed themselves 
from impurities. Vide Wetstein on Matt. iii. 
6. As, now, the Messiah was to bring about 
a general reformation, and to establish a new 
constitution, into which every one must be so- 
lemnly initiated, and to which he must be con- 
secrated ; as, moreover, it was the universal 
expectation, according to the prophets, that he 
would cleanse men from their sins, which was 
exactly typified by the washings in the Levi- 
tical law; it does not seem unnatural that just 
this form of initiation should have been expect- 
ed by the Jews, and should, in fact, have been 
chosen by John and Ohrist, according to divine 
appointment, e 

If, now, the baptism of proselytes was custom- 
ary among the Jews at or before the time of 
Christ, many things could be explained still 
more clearly from this circumstance. The Tal- 
mud and its interpreters relate that the prose- 
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lytes, as well circumcised, as uncircumcised, 
were initiated by baptism into the worship of . 
the one true God, and that this was a symbol 
of purification from sin, and of the renunciation 
of heathenism; and that they were then consi- 
dered as born again—exactly the expression 
used by Christ (John, iii.) and by Paul (Tit. 
iii.) respecting Christian baptism. Vide s. 
126, II. The Talmudists make this practice 
very ancient, and place it as far back as the 
time of Moses, and even further, (which pro- 
bably is going too far, as their way is.) The 
oldest passage respecting a religious cleansing, 
or sort of baptism, occurs in Jacob’s history, 
(Gen. xxxv. 2,) when he puts away the idols 
in his house, and builds an altar to Jehovah. 
This passage may certainly have induced the 
Israelites to adopt this custom. So much is 
certain, that as early as the second century pro- 
selyte baptism must have been very customary 5 
since in the Dissertations of Epictetus (ii. 9), 
published by Arrian, S<Baupévos signifies a 
Jewish proselyte, and wapaSanrisSeis, one who 
had not sincerely embraced Judaism, Others, 
however, are inclined to think that Christians 
are here meant, and that Epictetus confounded 
them with the Jews. For these reasons, Dantz 
firmly maintained that the baptism of proselytes 
was,-as it were, the prelude of the baptism of 
John and of Christ; and he is followed by Mi- 
chaelis, Less, and others. Cf. his treatise de 
antiquitate baptismi initiationis Israel. in Meu- 
schen’s N. T. e Talmude illustrato, p. 133, f. 
and Wetstein on Matt. ili. 6. 

There is much for and much against the 
opinion that proselyte baptism was customary in 
the first century, and evenearlier. (a) gainst. 
There is not found, even to the present time, 
one distinct evidence of it in any writer before, 
at, or shortly after, the time of Christ; not in 
Philo,—not in Josephus, even when he speaks 
of the conversion of the Idumeans, under John 
Hyrkan, to Judaism (xiii. 9), where he simply 
mentions circumcision,—not even in the Chal- 
daic paraphrases. Zeltner firmly opposes to 
Dantz this stubborn silence of the writers neat 
the age of Christ. (b) In favour. The unani- 
mous testimony of all the Rabbins,—the univer- 
sality of this practice among the Jews of the 
second century, since it can scarcely be thought 
that they would have borrowed it from the 
Christians, who were so hated and despised by 
them,—the striking similarity of the Jewish ex- 
pressions, concerning the baptism of proselytes, 
with those which occur in the New Testament 
respecting the Christian rite (regeneratio),—also 
the circumstance that Josephus, in his account 
of John the Baptist, does not express the least 
surprise at this practice as a new and unwonted 
ceremony. This last argument, however, is 
invalidated by the remark, that it is known ta 
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have been expected that the precursor of the 
Messiah would baptize. Besides, it appears 
that the baptism of John did excite among the 
Jews some degree of surprise. This is seen 
from the question, why baptizest thou then? and 
from his being called the Baptist. Ziegler has 
lately maintained, with very probable reasons, 
that the antiquity of the Jewish baptism of pro- 
selytes ascends beyond the origin of Christian- 
ity. Cf. his Theological Essays, part ii. (Gét- 
tingen, 1804,) Num. 3, ‘Concerning the Bap- 
tism of John as the unaltered application of the 
Jewish Baptism of Proselytes, and concerning 
the Baptism of Christ as the continuation of that 
of John.” But although much may be advanced 
in support of this opinion, it cannot be relied 
upon with certainty, since it is entirely destitute 
of clear contemporary evidence. 


IV. Was the Baptism of John different from 
Christian Baptisna 2 


Many theologians of the Romish church for- 
merly maintained that there is a difference, but 
protestants usually take the opposite side, al- 
though some, especially the more modern, have 
again adopted the former opinion. The follow- 
ing observations may serve to settle the mat- 
ter:— 

{1) The object of John’s baptism was the same 
with that of Christian; and from this it may be 
at once concluded that it did not differ essen- 
tially from the latter. John exhorted the per- 
sons baptized by him to repentance (ueravorw) 
and to faith in the Messiah who was shortly to 
appear, and made these duties obligatory upon 
them by this rite, Matt. iii. 11; Luke, iii.; 
Mark, i.; John, i.; Acts, ii. 38. And as soon 
as Jesus publicly appeared, John asserted in the 
most forcible manner that he was the Messiah, 
and so required of all whom he had then or be- 
fore baptized, that they should believe in Jesus 
as the Messiah. Now in Christian baptism, 
repentance and faith in Jesus as the Messiah are 
likewise the principal things which are required 
on the part of the subjects of this rite. 

(2) The practice of the first Christian church 
confirms the point that the baptism of John was 
considered essentially the same with Christian 
baptism. For those who acknowledged that 
they had professed, by the baptism of Jona, to 
believe in Jesus as the Christ, and who in con- 
sequence of this had become in fact his disci- 


ples, and had believed in him, were not, in a_ 


single instance, baptized again into Christ, be- 
cause this was considered as having been already 
done. Hence we do not find that any apostle or 
any other disciple of Jesus was the second time 
baptized; not even that Apollos mentioned in 
Acts, xviii. 25, because he had before believed 


(3), But all those disciples of John who had 
not before acknowledged this truth, and had re. 
ceived the baptism of John or his successors in 
an entirely different signification, were properly 
considered at the time of the apostles as not be- 
ing baptized, or as wrongly baptized, and all 
such were therefore required to be baptized ex- 
pressly into Christ as the Messiah. This was 
the case with the Jews, who, according to Acts, 
iil. 41, were baptized into Jesus, among whom 
were many whom John had baptized, but who 
had not then recognised Jesus as the Messiah, 
and had even taken part in his crucifixion. This 
was likewise the case with those persons whom 
Paul (Acts, xix. 1—5) permitted to be baptized 
at Ephesus, although they had already received 
the baptism of John. There is in, this place 
nothing that needs to be artificially explained. 
The meaning is, “That when they heard from 
Paul that it was essential to baptism that one 
should believe in Jesus as the Lord and Christ, 
(which they hitherto had not done, since the 
disciples of John who baptized them had said 
nothing to them about it,) they were then will- 
ing to suffer themselves to be solemnly obli- 
gated by baptism to the acknowledgment of 
Jesus.”” Vide Bengel’s Gnomon, ad h. |. and 
Semler, Diss. ad Acts, xix. 1, seq. Thijs was 
the more necessary at that time, as many of the 
disciples of John had entirely separated them- 
selves from the Christians. ‘These false disci- 
ples of John still continued to practise Jolin’s 
baptism into the approaching Messiah, but de- 
nied that Jesus was the Messiah. ven to the 
present day there are remnants of this sect in 
Syria and Arabia. Vide Norberg, Von der Re- 
ligion und Sprache der Zabier, and Walch, De 
Sabezis, in the Comment. Soc. Gott. 1780 and 
1781. There is much directed against the false 
disciples of John in the accounts given by the 
Evangelists respecting John the Baptist. Vide 
Storr, Ueber den Zweck der evang. Gesch. und 
der Briefe Johannis; Tiibingen, 1786, 8vo; 2d 
ed. 1809. There is nothing therefore in the 
passages Acts ii. and xix. which favours the 
doctrine that those who had been baptized by 
John were required to be re-baptized, in order 
to admission into the church of Christ. 


SECTION CXXXIX. 


HOW AND BY WHOM BAPTISM IS TO BE ADMINIS 
TERED; AND RESPECTING THE OPTIONAL AND 
UNESSENTIAL THINGS ATTENDING THE OBSERY=- 
ANCE OF THIS RITE. 


I. Concerning Immersion, Affusion, and Sprinkking 
with Water. 


(1) Tr is certain that in Christian baptism, 


in Jesus as Christ, although he had received | as in the baptism of John, only water was used 


only the baptism of John, 


by Christ and his apostles. Vide John, iii 5 
252 
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Ephes, v. 26. But after baptism in itself con- 
sidered, and simply as an opus operatum, came 
to be regarded as essential to salvation, the 
question was started, Whether, in the want of 
water, baptism could be perfaymed with any 
other material—e. g., wine, milk, or sand? The 
question must be answered in the negative, 
since to do this would be contrary to the insti- 
tution of Christ. For any one to be prevented 
necessarily from being baptized does not subject 
him to condemnation, but only the wilful and 
criminal refusal of this rite. 

(2) Immersion is peculiarly agreeable to the 
institution of Christ, and to the practice of the 
apostolical church, and so even John baptized, 
and immersion remained common for a long 
time after; except that in the third century, or 
perhaps earlier, the baptism of the sick (bap- 
tisma clinicorum) was performed by sprinkling 
or affusion. Still some would not acknowledge 
this to be true baptism, and controversy arose 
concerning it, so unheard of was it at that time 
to baptize by simple affusion. Cyprian first 
defended baptism by sprinkling, when necessity 
called for it, but cautiously and with much limi- 
tation. By degrees, however, this mode of bap- 
tism became more customary, probably because 
it was found more convenient; especiaily was 
this the case after the seventh century, and in 
the Western church, but it did not become uni- 
versal until the commencement of the fourteenth 
century. Yet Thomas Aquinas had approved 
and promoted this innovation more than a hun- 
dred years before. In the Greek and Eastern 
church they still held to immersion. It would 
have been better to have adhered generally to 
the ancient practice, as even Luther and Calvin 
allowed. VideStorr, Doct. Christ. Pars theoret., 
p- 291. If it is asked, however, if immersion 
is so essential that one who has been only 
sprinkled is not to be considered as properly a 
baptized person, it may be answered, No! No- 
thing more is essential to the external part of 
baptism than that water be used, (Acts, x. 47; 
John, iii. 5,) and that the subject, by the solemn 
use of this rite, be consecrated to Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, and be pledged to obey the 
Christian doctrine, Matt. xxviii. 19. The wash- 
ing with water is considered as the symbol of 
the purification of sins, and this can be signified 
as well by affusion as by immersion. Hence, 
even in affusion, the external significancy of the 
rite is retained. And this is the reason why 
many in the Western church, and even in the 
protestant church, have contended that this rite 
should be administered, not per adspersionem, 
but per largiorem aqux affusionem. 

(3) There is no command given concerning 
the question, whether immersion or affusion 
should be performed only once, or more than 
once; this therefore is in itself optional, In 
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the Greek church we find the threefold immer- 
sion earlier and more prevalent than in the La« 
tin; whence the Greeks objected to the Latins. 
Basilius and Hieronymus say that this was 
practised in conformity with an ancient tradi- 
tion; and if it was not common in the first 
church, perhaps the controversies with the 
Antitrinitarians in the third century might have 
given the first occasion for it. In the African 
church it was already common in the times of 
Tertullian and Cyprian, and in the apostolical 
constitutions it was so ordained. At the fourth 
church council at Toledo, in the year 633, this 
threefold immersion was first established by 
ecclesiastical authority in the Latin church, in 
opposition to the Arians. 

(4) It is also optional whether the head, the : 
forehead, or the breast, be wet with the water; 
and in this respect the one who administers this 
sacrament must govern himself according to the 
usages of his own particular church. 


I. On the use of Formulas in Baptism. 


The formulas used in administering baptism 
have always been very different. In the Greek 
church it is still common to say, as formerly, 


Baptizetur hic, or hxe (servus, or serva Det) tes | 


nomine, &c. In the Latin church the subject ix 
addressed, I baptize thee in the name, &e. Thz 
formula adopted by some of baptizing in the 
name ‘of Gop the Father, Gop the Son, and Gor- 
the Holy Ghost,’’ is liable to be misunderstood, 
as it might be interpreted to mean that there are 
three gods. It has appeared strange to some 
that we find in the New Testament no passage 
from which it plainly appears that the words 
used Matt. xxviii, in the name of the Father, 
&c., were used in the apostolical church. For 
we always find only, ecs Xpeorov or "Incovv—ets 
dvoua Kupiov or "Incov—e. g., Rom. vi. 3; Gal. 
lil, 27; Acts, ii. 38; x. 48; xix. 5. The opi- 
nions on this subject are not unanimous. (1) 
We might say, with some, that although the 
formula in Matthew xxviii. were not used in 
the apostolical church, but it was merely said 
in the name of Jesus—i. e., into the profession 
of Christ and his doctrine—yet this was entirely 
the same with the other, because it compre- 
hended the profession of the Father and of the 
Holy Spirit, since whoever was baptized into 
Jesus by this act professed his belief in the 
whole doctrine of Christ, and therefore in that 
which he taught concerning the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit. Basilius endeavoured to ex- 
plain the thing in this way. (2) Others (and 
among the rest, Facundus Hermianensis, De 
Tribus Capit. i. 3) are of opinion that it does 
not follow fiom these places that they did not 
fully employ the prescribed formulas in bap- 
tism; but that Christian baptism was so named 
in distinction from the baptism of John, and 
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from the Jewish proselyte baptism, since one 
who had received this proselyte baptism, or had 
wrongly understood that of John, was not bap- 
tized into Christ. This can be reconciled very 
well, at least with Acts, xix. 5, and with some 
other places. Vides. 138,II. But in addition 
to these there is a third reason. (3) In the an- 
cient Christian church immediately after the 
time of the apostles, the words prescribed by 
Christ at the establishment of this rite were cer- 
tainly used, (Just. M. Ap. 1,80.) It may there- 
fore be rightly inferred that it was .the same at 
the time of the apostles; and that it is right and 
proper to continue in this use. It is not, how- 
ever, forbidden to unite with this other formulas 
which are suitable, and which serve to explain 
the design of this rite, and to excite pious feel- 
ings. The teacher will of course govern him- 
self in this matter according to the circumstances, 
the constitution, and usages of the particular 
church to which he may belong. ; 


Ill. By whom is Baptism to be administered 2 


In ordinary cases, certainly by the teachers 
of religion; for it is their appropriate business 
and calling to lead disciples to Christ, (uaSy- 
revecv,) and this duty is also committed to them 
“by the church and government. We find, there- 
fore, that baptism in the apostolical church was 
always administered by the teachers. Vide 
John, iv. 2; Acts, x. 48; 1 Cor. i. 16. But 
although this woSyrevew is the appropriate busi- 
ness of teachers, still they have no exclusive 
right to it, as this is nowhere given to them in 
the New Testament. But in case of necessity, 
and when no teachers can be obtained, baptism 
may be administered by any Christian, and is 
valid if it is performed according to the institu- 
tion of Christ. Vide s. 136, 1I.2. This has 
been the doctrine and practice which has univer- 
sally prevailed in the church. 


IV. How far a knowledge of Christian Doctrines is 
essential in the subjects of Baptism. 


This knowledge must certainly be presup- 
posed in adults before they can be baptized. For 
how could they solemnly profess, as they do in 
baptism, to believe, and pledge themselves to 
obey, a doctrine respecting which they were 
wholly ignorant? We find, therefore, even in 
the writings of the New Testament, that the 
candidates for baptism were previously instruct- 
ed. But this instruction was by no means par- 
ticular; it was confined to the main, funda- 
mental truths of Christianity ; the doctrine of dne 
God; the principal articles respecting Christ; 
that he is the Messiah; and that through him 
we receive forgiveness from God ; also concern- 
ing the Holy Spirit promised to Christians, and | 
the indispensable necessity of repentance and 
holiness: these are the principal truths in which 
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the candidates for baptism were briefly instruct- 
ed. When they were sufficiently acquainted with 
these truths, and had professed them from the 
heart, they were allowed baptism, and received af: 
terwards more complete instruction both in these 
and the other Christian doctrines. Cf. Acts, ii. 
41; viii. 12, 36, seq.; ix. 17, 18; x. 34—48, where 
in the words of Peter we have an example of 
the instruction commonly given before baptism. 
Cf. Heb. vi. 1, seq. In the great addition of 
new converts in the first period of Christianity, 
this preparatory instruction could not possibly 
be very long or particular, especially as the 
teachers of religion were yet few. Accordingly, 
the confessions of faith to be made in baptism 
were at first very short and simple; such, for 
example, was the symbolum apostolicum, so call- 
ed; but this was gradually enlarged by the ad- 
dition of new distinctons, by which the orthodox 
endeavoured to distinguish themselves from he- 
retics. The instruction of catechumens and the 
time of probation preceding baptism were by 
degrees increased and prolonged; and for this 
there was good reason. : For as the number of 
Christian proselytes constantly increased, and 
multitudes were pressing into the church, 
greater caution became necessary in admitting 
them. This led to the appointment of fixed 
periods for the probation of new converts before 
baptism. 


V. Usages incidental to Baptism, but not essential 
lo its Validity. 

Many of these are very ancient, but they may 
all be dispensed with without affecting the vali- 
dity of Christian baptism, because they are not 
commanded by Christ. In Christian archeo- 
logy and church history they are more fully ex- 
hibited than they can be here. We mention 
only some of those which are stil! common 
among us. 

(1) The sign of the cross appears to have 
been first introduced in connexion with baptism 
in the fourth century, and is intended to be a 
solemn memorial of the death of Christ; Rom. 
vi. 3. 

(2) The imposition of a name; this was also 
done in connexion with Jewish cireumcisions. 

(3) The laying on of hands, as a symbol of 
the communication of the Holy Ghost. or of the 
gift of sanctification, which in this way is so- 
lemnly sought of God for the subject of baptism, 
and promised to him. This is mentioned even 
by Tertullian. 

(4) Sponsors at baptism. Tertullian (De 
Bapt. ch. 18) mentions these as being present 
at the baptism of children; put they were also 
concerned in the performance of this rite for 
adult persons; just as sponsors were called in 
at the rite of circumcision among the Jews. 


| Such only, however, as belong to the Christian 
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church can be employed for this service; hea- 
thens, Jews, Mahommedans, and othe:s who 
are not members of the Christian church may 
be present at the rite, but not as valid sponsors. 

(5) The subjects of baptism must renounce 
Satan. This denoted originally an entire renun- 
ciation on their part of heathenism and of hea- 
then superstitions, and also of the entire dispo- 
sition which had before prevailed within them, 
as far as it was opposed to Christianity. 

(6) Exorcism. The first traces of this prac- 
tice appear in Africa, in the third century, as we 
learn from Cyprian’s letter, although a founda- 
tion for it was laid as early as the second cen- 
tury. It had its rise in variqus opinions, in a 
great measure superstitious, respecting the phy- 
sical agency of the devil upon men, and in the 
idea that evil spirits may be driven off by the 
use of formulas and certain charmed words. It 
was at first practised only at the baptism of hea- 
then, who were regarded as persons possessed 
by the devil; but it came afterwards to be em- 
pioyed at the baptism of the children of Chris- 
tian parents. Vide Kraft, Ausfiirhliche Historie 
des Exorcismus ; Hamburg, 1750. Concern- 
ing the other usages in baptism, vide, besides 
the ancient authors, (e. g., Vosii Disertatt. cf. 
s. 137, I. 1,) Calixtus, Diss. de Antiq. Ritibus 
Bapt.; Helmstadt, 1650; Noesselt’s historical 
investigation and illustration of the usages com- 
mon in baptism, published in the weekly ** An- 
zeiger’’ at Halle, 1764, No. 28-—32. 

Note.—The rite of exorcism has been pro- 
perly abandoned in most places in the protestant 
church. Although it is well explained in the 
Lutheran church, as a confession of the natural 
corruption of indwelling sin and of redemption 
from it, and in various other ways, still it is cal- 
culated to promote superstition and serious error 
in the community at large; and, what is most 
important, to excite contempt among the lightly 
disposed. Morus gives the same opinion, (p. 
257, note 3.) 

Tt may be remarked, in general, that some of 
the usages common in many places at infant 
baptism are not at all suitable to children, and 
have been transferred, without much judgment, 
to their baptism, from that of adult persons. 
Among these inappropriate services we may 
place the confession of faith, and the renunciation 
of the devil. Instead of these, it would be more 
appropriate and profitable to have a sincere 
prayer, in which the new member of the Chris- 
tian church should be commended to the care 
and blessing of God; and at the same time a 
feeling exhortation to parents and other specta- 
tors, in which they should be impressively re- 
minded of the duties which they owe as Chris- 
tians to their children, and those entrusted to 
their watchful care. Much depends in things 
of this nature upon the teacher, who, even where 
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the rites are not exazcly suitable, can obviate 
mistake and remove ignorance by proper expla- 
nations. Even the best formulary in baptism 
will affect spectators but little if they see that 
the teacher uses it without any emotion, and re- 
peats it with a heartless voiceand manner. The 
‘teacher needs to be on his guard against per- 
forming the duties of his office—especially those 
which frequently recur, as the Lord’s Supper and 
baptism—in a merely mechanical way. When 
he performs religious services with a cold heart, 
it cannot be expected that others present should 
engage in them with warm devotion. A teacher 
who discharges his duties in this manner must 
lose in the good opinion of his hearers; and the 
blame is his own if he at last becomes cone 
temptible in their view. 


SECTION CXL. 


*OBJECT, USES, AND EFFECTS OF CHRISTIAN 
BAPTISM. 


Tue uses and effects of baptism are divided, 
as in the sacraments in general, into internal 
and external. 


I. External Advantages and Effects of Baptism. 


By means of this rite we are received as mem- 
bers of the visible Christian society, and conse- 
quently become partakers of all the privileges 
belonging to Christians. It is therefore, consi- 
dered in this light, the solemn initiatory rite of 
admission into the Christian church, (saera- 
mentum initiationis.) This is mentioned ex- 
pressly in the New Testament as the design 
and object of baptism. As soon as a person 
was baptized he was considered as a member 
of the church, (dyvos, waSyr7s, nts7ehor,) Acts, 
ii. 41, 44, and entitled to all the rights of other 
Christians. 1 Cor. xii. 13, «* Whether we be 
Jews or Gentiles, whether we be bond or 
free; eis vy coua ESamtioSyuev’’—i. e., we are 
united by baptism into one chureh, and have, 
as members of it, equal rights. Vide ver. 12, 
27. Whence Paul says, Eph. iv. 4, 5, there 
is &y Barrioua, (one common baptism,) and &y 
gama, (one church,) and pa éancs of Christians; 
and Gal. ili. 27, «* As many of you as have been 
baptized into Christ, have put on Christ”—i. e., 
are Christians, belong to the school of Christ, 
and are therefore obligated to confess him for 
your Lord and Master, to obey him, and to fol- 
low his example. 


Il. The Internal Advantages and Effects of 
Baptism. 

(1) In the old ecclesiastical writers we find 
many extravagant and unscriptural assertions res 
specting the effect of baptism, especially in the 
instructions which they gave to catechumens and 
new converts—e, g., in Gregury of Nazianzen, 
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Uyril of Jerusalem, and even earlier, in Ireneus 
and Tertullian. Cyril of Alexandria went so 
far as to say that the water became changed 
(ueracroryerovosac), by the divine power of the 
Holy Spirit, into an entirely different element. 
All this, indeed, admits of being explained ac- 
cording to scripture; but it is still apparent that 
Christians began very early to attribute to bap- 
tism a magical efficacy, by which it produces its 
effect through its own inherent virtue, and inde- 
pendently of the use of the word of God, and by 
which it acts, not only upon the soul, but upon 
the body also. Hence they made use of it in 
order to heal sicknesses, to banish evil spirits, 
&c. During the middle ages, these superstitious 
notions prevailed more and more, and were even 
adopted by the schoolmen into their systems. 
We find, e. g., in Thomas Aquinas, the doctrine 
that a character indelibilis is acquired in baptism 
—an opinion which Augustine had before held ; 
also the scholastic doctrine that by baptism na- 
tive depravity is so far done away that only con- 
cupiscentta remains, and that even this loses the 
form of sin. Protestants have in every way 
endeavoured to separate the scriptural doctrine 
from these superstitious notions; yet there are 
not wanting incautious expressions on this sub- 
ject even among some protestant theologians. 
_ (2) In the New Testament this magical effect 
is nowhere ascribed to baptism, as if faith were 
imparted to man by baptism without his being 
himself active in obtaining it; as if he received, 
through this external rite, the forgiveness of sins, 
readiness in good works, and eternal salvation. 
Neither has Luther taught such a doctrine. On 
an adult person, who has no knowledge of the 
word of God or of the Christian doctrine, baptism 
can have no efficacy simply as an opus operatum. 
Its effect on adults depends on their being in- 
structed in the divine word, and the connexion 
of baptism with this instruction. To this divine 
word, and the divine efficacy connected with it, 
(s. 130, 131,) does the power properly belong 
to renew the heart of man, and to make it sus- 
ceptible of the benefits and privileges which 
Christianity promises, and not the mere exter- 
nal rite of baptism. This we are distinctly 
taught in the holy scriptures. So Peter (Acts, 
ii. 38) exhorts his hearers to suffer themselves 
to be baptized eis dpnow apaprear, but he ex- 
pressly requires, as an essential condition, the 
peraroeiv, (which is effected by God through 
the use of Christian doctrine;) and it is *the 
same in the baptism of John, Mark, i. 4, seq. 
So, Acts, xxii. 16, Paul was called upon to be 
baptized and to be washed from his sins; but 
the condition was értuxarzoauevos TO OvoMa TOU 
Kvpiov. Several texts relating to this point 
should be here more particularly considered. 
(a> John, iii. 5, «* Whoever is not born of 
water and of the Spirit cannot enter inte the 
62 
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kingdom of heaven’’—i. e., whoever does not 
take upon himself the obligation to live in an 
entirely altered and renewed temper of mind, 
which is effected through baptism by the aid of 
the Holy Spirit, has no part in the saving bless- 
ings of Christ’s spiritual kingdom, (forgiveness 
of sins and eternal blessedness.) Vide s. 126, II, 

(6) Titus, iii. 5, where Paul means to say, 
God had bestowed salvation upon them (Zowsev") 
by leading them to embrace Christianity. We 
become participators in these Christian bless- 
ings in a twofold way; first, ua rovepov rAary- 
yevecvass So baptism is called as far as one ex- 
ternally receives it, and especially as far as he 
is engaged, by means of it, to lead a new life, 
and receives strength for this end: secondly, xat 
dia dvaxawacews Tvetuaros aytov—i. e., through 
that entire change and renovation of heart which 
we owe to the Holy Spirit. This renewal he 
effects through the Christian doctrine, s. 130, 
131., The meaning is, ‘the renovation of our 
hearts, which is effected by the Holy Spirit, is 
bestowed upon us by the free and undeserved 
grace of God. He assists us to obtain this 
blessing by means of Christian baptism, in 
which we become obligated to lead a new life, 
and receive strength so to do, and also by the 
entire renewal of our hearts, which we owe to 
his Spirit.” 

(c) 1 Pet. iii. 21. It is said concerning bap- 
tism, that it delivers or frees us from the pu- 
nishment of our sins, (odfev;) not, however, 
as an external washing, but inasmuch as we 
pledge ourselves in this rite, and are assisted 
by it, to maintain a good conscience, and inas- 
much as it is the means by which we receive 
and appropriate to ourselves the gracious pro- 
mise of the forgiveness of sins through Christ, 
which is elsewhere called wetavorw ayusovrn. 

The scriptural doctrine of the internal advan- 
tages and effects of baptism may be embraced 
in the following points :— 

First. When we are received by baptism 
into the number of the followers of Jesus 
Christ, we sacredly bind ourselves to believe 
his doctrine in its whole extent, its commands, 
and its promises; to embrace it as true, and 
therefore punctually to obey it in all parts, to 
live pious and godly lives, according to his pre- 
cepts, and to imitate his example. For he only 
who does this is worthy of the name of a Chris. 
tian, and can lay claim to the blessedness pro- 
mised to believers. Vide 1 John, ii. 43 iii. 3, 
Peter calls this, in his first epistle, chap. iii. 21, 
cvverdjoews dyadns Exeporyua eis Ody, and makes 
this one object of baptism. “Emzpucyua is pro- 
perly stipulatio, and so denotes any solemn obli- 
gation which one assumes (before God). Hence 
the meaning here is: «By baptism we take 
upon ourselves the sacred obligation, in the 
presence of God, to maintain a good ecnsciencey 
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to be watchful against sin, and to strive after 
-holiness.”” The passage, Romans, vi. 3, 4, 
seq., teaches the same thing, coll. Col. ii. 12, 
13, «« We are, like Christ, buried as dead per- 
sons by baptism, and should arise, like him, to 
a new life’—i. e., by baptism we obtain the 
assurance of the pardon of sin on account of the 
death of Christ; and so, when we are baptized, 
take upon ourselves the obligation to die to sin 
in a spiritual manner, as Christ died and was 
buried bodily, &c. The image is here taken 
from baptized persons as they were immerged, 
(buried,) and as they emerged, (rose again ;) so 
it was understood by Chrysostom. Since im- 
mersion has been disused, the full significance 
of this comparison is no longer perceived. So 
then by baptism we profess to receive Christ as 
our feacher, Saviour, and Lord—i. e., we thus 
bind ourselves to embrace and obey his doc- 
trine, confidently to trust his promises, to ex- 
pect from him all our spiritual blessedness, and 
to rexler him a dutiful obedience. This is 
what is meant in the New Testament by being 
baptized in the name of Christ. Vide Morus, p. 
246, s.4. But since now all these blessings 
which we owe to Jesus as Messiah, or Saviour 
and Lord, are blessings which God bestows— 
blessings which, according to the Christian 
doctrine, are derived from Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit ; so in baptism we bind ourselves to be- 
lieve in Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, as our 
God, to look for our salvation from them, and 
to acknowledge and adore them as the only au- 
thors of it. Hence the command of Jesus to 
baptize in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, is designed to express the reli- 
gious connexion in which we stand to them, 
and our duty to pay them religious homage. 
Srconpty. Through baptism we receive the 
assurance that the divine blessings which the 
Christian doctrine promises concern even ws, 
and that even we may participate in them}; or, 
in other words, these blessings are by this rite 
particularly applied to our own personal state, 
and we learn in faith to appropriate them to 
ourselves, As any one, on being formally ad- 
mitted as a citizen of a town, in taking the oath 
of citizenship, and in going through the other 
rites of initiation, receives the confident assur- 
ance that he has now a title to all the rights 
and privileges of citizenship; so it is with the 
Christian in baptism. It is the same, in this 
view, with baptism as with circumcision. This 
Paul calls (Rom. iv. 11) a ogustoy and ogpayida 
for Abraham and his posterity—i. e., a token 
of assurance and a proof that God was favour- 
ably disposed towards him, and justified him 
on account of his faith. So baptism is to every 
one the token of assurance that he may partake 
iv al those spiritual blessings which Christian- 
ity promises. Whoever, therefore, is baptized 
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receives the assurance that his sins are folgiven 
him for the sake of Christ—that God, for the 
sake of Christ, looks upon him with favour and 
regards him as a child, and that he, in faithful 
obedience to the commands of Jesus, (and by 
enjoying the constant aid of the Holy Spirit 
which is promised,) may securely expect eter- 
nal blessedness; Acts, ii. 38; Gal. iii. 273 
Mark, xvi. 16. Hence Peter, in his first epis- 
tle, chap. iii. 21, compares the water of baptism 
to the water of the deluge, (as the Jews also 
called their washings and purifications spiritual 
floods; ayrizumos, image, likeness.) Even as the 
pious at the time of the deluge (ver. 20) were 
bodily delivered ; so are those who are baptized 
with water spiritually delivered from sin and 
its penalty. 

Conclusions from the foregoing, and some re- 
marks designed to illustrate certain theological dis- 
tinctions and terminologies respecting baptism. 

(a) It is justly maintained that baptism tends 
to awaken, enlarge, and confirm our faith, and 
that by means of it we receive power and im-~ 
pulse for a new spiritual life. This effect is 
produced in regard to both the objects which 
belong to Christian faith, the Jaw and the gos- 
pel. Still this is not wrought through any mi- 
raculous or magical influence of baptism, or of 
the Holy Spirit in baptism ; for, 

(6) This effect of baptism depends upon the 
Word of God united with baptism; or the di- 
vine truths of Christianity and the divine power 
inherent in and connected with them. Cf. 
Ephes. v. 26, «*Christ purifies and sanctifies 
the members of the church in baptism through 
the Word”—i, e., the whole gospel system in 
its full extent, its precepts and promises. ‘The 
latter are made to us in baptism; and at the 
same time we pledge ourselves to obey the for- 
mer, and receive strength so to do. The means, 
therefore, by which baptism produces these ef- 
fects, or rather, Godsthrough baptism, is, the 
Word. It is the same in the Lord’s Supper. 
It is accordingly rightly said that « God, or the 
Holy Spirit, operates in baptism upon the hearts 
ef men;"? excites good feelings, resolutions, 
&c.—namely, through the Word. Hence the 
effect of baptism is properly an effect which 
God produces through his word, or through the 
contents of the Christian doctrine, which is visi- 
bly set forth, represented, and appropriated to 
us in baptism, for the sake of making a stronger 
impression upon our heart. Baptism may be 
thas called, verbum Det visibile. Vide s. 137, 
II. In the same manner, therefore, as God ope- 
rates upon our hearts, through the Word and in 
the use of it, when we hear or read it, does he 
also operate in this visible presentation of the 
same truth, by the external rites of baptism and 
the Lord’s Supper. And so we may apply to 
this subject all which is said in the twelfth, 
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article respecting the operations of grace, both in 
the statement of the Biblical doctrine (s. 130, 
431) and of the different theories of theologians 
in the succeeding sections. But this effect is 
not miraculous, not magical, not irresistible, but 
suited to our moral nature. 

(c) According to the ancient scholastic divi- 
sion, two things must be considered in baptism, 
materia (better, res) terrestris, that which strikes 
the senses externally—the water ; and materia 
celestis, the invisible thing which is represented 
by the visible sign, and conveyed through it. 
This is the Holy Spirit, and his power and 
agency; or, more definitely, it is that which in 
baptism is effected in us by God, or by the 
Holy Spirit, through the divine Word. 

Note.—Augustine expresses himself very 
justly concerning the efficacy and power of 
baptism, (De Bapt. i. 13, 18,) “It has indeed 
the power to effect regeneration (change of 
heart) in men; but it does nothing for man’s 
salvation, if there is in him any hindrance, (ob- 
staculum.)”? Luther too follows him in this, 
and says, very appropriately and justly, espe- 
sially in his large catechism, ‘that the divine 
word and instruction must not be separated from 
baptism, and that without the former, and faith 
in it, the water is nothing but water, and can in 
nowise benefit the subject.” Vide Morus, p. 
250, n. 4. 

(d) Baptism is frequently represented as a 
eovenant which is established between God and 
men; hence the expression, fo stand in his cove- 
nant of baptism, and others of the same kind. 
This name is derived from czrewmcision, and the 
covenant of God with Abraham established by 
it; also from 1 Peter, iii. 21, where ixcpurnua 
is translated covenant by Luther. Cf. Heb. 
viii. 10, seq. The thing intended by this name 
is true, if it is rightly understood. God so- 
lemnly promises to men, in baptism, the enjoy- 
ment of all the blessings which are promised in 
the Christian doctrine; and man solemnly binds 
himself in the same rite to yield obedience to 
God and the Christian doctrine; and in order 
to this, receives strength and assistance from 
God. Any one, therefore, who has not broken 
this engagement, or forfeited this gracious as- 
sistance which is promised, stands still in the 
covenant of baptism. For baptism is the testi- 
mony, the assurance of pardon—the pledge and 
proof of this and all other Christian blessings. 


SECTION CXLI. 


GF THE NECESSITY OF BAPTISM, AND WHETHER 
IT MAY BE REPEATED. 


I. The Necessity of Baptism. 
(1) Aw internal and absolute necessity of 
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baptism, in and of itself, and the rite itselr, as 
an external act, have no power to renew or save 
men. This effect depends solely upon the 
agency of God, through the Christian doctrine, 
united with baptism. Since, then, it is one of 
the postive rites established by Christ, and has 
no internal or essential efficacy, itis no other- 
wise necessary than because it has been com- 
manded (necessitas precepti.) But Christ has 
commanded that all who would be his diseiples 
should be baptized. Any one, therefore, who 
acknowledges Jesus Christ as a divine messen- 
ger, and regards his authority, is under obliga- 
tion to obey his precept. Christ brought a 
charge against the Pharisees, (Luke, vii. 30,) 
that they had rejected the divine appointment 
(S0van @cod) concerning the baptism of John. 
He required baptism of Nicodemus, (John, iii. 
3,5, 7,) and commanded the apostles to baptize 
all whom they would make his disciples, (Matt. 
xxviii.; Mark, xvi.) 

It would be false, however, to assert that 
baptism is absolutely essential to each and every 
man in order to salvation. ‘Theologians there- 
fore hold, with truth, that if a man is deprived 
of baptism without any fault of his own, his 
salvation is not endangered by this omission. 
Even that familiar passage, Mark, xvi. 16, 
«« Whoever believes and is baptized is saved, 
but he that believes not is punished,” is not 
against, but in favour of this view. For punish- 
ment is here threatened only to the unbelieving, 
who wilfully reject Christian truth, and not to 
those who, without their own fault, remain un- 
baptized; hence BarzoSe/s is not repeated in 
the second member. For an unbeliever should 
not be baptized; and even if he should be, it 
could do him no good. Just so it is in John, 
iii., where yévvyors éx nvevuatos is represented 
as the principal thing (ver. 6—8), and the yév- 
ynows x VOaros as useful only so far as it tends 
to promote the former. 

(2) Sketch of the history of this doctrine. The 
most opposite opinions have prevailed from the 
earliest times respecting the necessity of bap- 
tism. 

(a) Already in the second century some de- 
nied that baptism is necessary for every Chris- 
tian, and that it is the will of Christ that each 
and every one should be baptized. They main- 
tained, that those who have otherwise sufficient 
faith have no need of baptism. Of these Ter- 
tullian speaks, (De Bapt. ch. 12—14.) Some 
Socinians agreed with these, and maintained 
that baptism is not properly applied to such as 
are born of Christian parents, but that it is an 
external rite of initiation, by which those of 
other religions are to be introduced into the 
Christian church—an opinion to which many 
who are of a Pelagian way of thinking assent. 


baptism cannot be affirmed. For the water of | It is true, indeed, that there is an entire want 
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of express testimony and evidence from the 
apostolical age concerning the baptism of those 
bom of Christian parents. This inquiry has 
been lately revived; and Teller (Excurs. i. on 
Burnet, « De fide et officiis’’) is of the opinion 
that those descended of Christian parents were 
not baptized, but were considered as born with- 
in the lap of the church. That this, however, 
was done, is implied in the whole design of 
baptism, as expressed by Jesus and the apos- 
tles, s. 140, and may also be concluded from 
the analogy of circumcision, and the uniform 
practice of the ancient church after the aposto- 
lical times. There is a work, in which, with 
a boldness not to be found elsewhere, the entire 
needlessness of baptism is maintained, its esta- 
blishment by Christ denied, and the whole thing 
given out as an invention of Peter, for the sake 
of making himself pleasing to the Jews; it is 
entitled, «‘ Die Taufe der Christen, ein ehrwtir- 
diger Gebrauch, und kein Gesetz Christi,” pub- 
lished 1774. The author was C. C. Reiche. 
An answer to this was written by J. E. Tro- 
schel, «« Die Wassertaufe ein Gesetz Christi ;” 
Berlin, 1774. 

(6) Among the old catholic fathers in the 
Christian church there always prevailed very 
high ideas respecting the necessity and advan- 
tages of baptism. They were accustomed, how- 
ever, to defer baptism as long as possible (pro- 
crastinare) ; and this is recommended even by 
Tertullian, De Bapt. c. 18;) and many would 
not be baptized until just before their death—e. 
g., Constantine the Great. They supposed that 
baptism removes, in a kind of miraculous way, 
all the sins previously committed; while, on 
the other hand, the sins committed subsequently 
to baptism could be forgiven only with great 
difficulty, or not at all; and so they imagined 
that one baptized shortly before death, or one 
who dies a martyr, (for martyrdom, in their 
view, has the same efficacy,) goes out of the 
world as a man without sin, and is saved. They 
therefore delayed very much the baptism of new 
converts, and prevented them from the enjoy- 
ment of this sacrament, entirely contrary to the 
appointment and meaning of the apostles, who 
baptized new converts immediately, and often 
many thousands in one day, respecting whose 
conduct and integrity they could not possibly 
have been thoroughly informed before; Acts, 
ii. 41; xvi. 15, 33, coll. Acts, viii. 13. Vide 
Baumgarten, De procrastinatione baptismi apud 
veteres; Halle, 1747. 

(¢) When now the position, extra ecclestam visi- 
bilem non dari salutem, with all its consequences, 
become more and more prevalent, especially af- 
ter the time of Augustine, and in the Western 
church (vide s, 128, IT. and 135, L.), they began 
to maintain the doctrine of the absolute neces- 
sity of baptism in order to salvation; because 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


baptism is the appointed rite of initiation or 
reception into the church; and they gave out, 
that whoever is not baptized, and so is net a 
member of the visible church, could not become 
partaker of eternal happiness. So Augustine 
chad before judged, not only respecting the trea- 
then and the children of heathen parents, but 
also the children of Christian parents who die 
before baptism. He was followed by the school- 
men. After this time they began very much to 
hasten the baptism of children; and now, for 
the first time, the so-called baptism of necessity 
(administered when a child was thought in dan- 
ger of dying) became common. It happened 
also not unfrequently, that the children of un- 
christian parents (e. g., of Jews) were forcibly 
baptized against their own and their parents’ 
will, on the ground that they were thus put into 
the way of salvation; of this we find many ex- 
amples in earlier times.. That this is contrary 
to the sense and spirit of the holy scriptures 
may be seen from this, that circumcision was 
appointed on the eighth day, and one who died 
before was not considered, on this account, as 
shut out from the people of God. 


Il. Is Christian Baptism to be Repeated ? 


(1) The doctrine now prevalent in the church 
is entirely just, that baptism is not to be repeat- 
ed when one passes over from one Christian sect 
or particular communion to another. For, 

(a) Baptism, considered as an external reli- 
gious rite, is the rite of initiation and solemn 
reception into the Christian church in general. 
The subject of baptism pledges himself to the 
profession and to the obedience of the doctrine 
of Jesus in general, and not to any one particu- 
lar church. No one of these particular commu- 
nions (such as they have always been) is in 
exclusive possession of the truth (vide. s. 134, 
II, 2) ; but in this all agree, that they hold them- 
selves pledged to profess the pure Christian 
doctrine (i. e., what they, according to their 
views, understand as such.) Every sect binds 
its own baptized to this ; and hence it is, in this 
view, the same thing, wherever and by whom- 
soever one is baptized. And Paul taught the 
same thing when he said, 1 Cor. i. 12, seq., 
that one is not pledged by baptism to any man 
or to any sect, but to the profession of Christ. 

(5) The power or efficacy of baptism depends 
not upon the sect or the man by whom it is ad- 
ministered ; man can neither increase nor dimi- 
nish this efficacy. Vide 1 Cor. i. 12. 

(c) We find no example during the times of 
Christ or the apostles to prove that proper Chris- 
tian baptism was ever repeated; although we 
find some examples, even at that time, of great 
sinners and of persons excommunicated. 

(2) We do not even find that the baptis.a of 
John was repeated, (although, at the present 
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time, the Sabeans in the East yearly repeat it;) 
and the same is true of Jewish proselyte bap- 
tism. The examples Acts ii. and xix. do not 
bear upon this point. Vide s. 138, IV. 

(e) Finally, the uniform phraseology of the 
holy scriptures teaches clearly the same thing, 
since it is always said concerning Christians 
who were received into the church, that they had 
been baptized (baptizatos esse), because it took 
place once for all; not merely that they were bap- 
tized (baptizari ;) Rom. vi. 31; Gal. iii. 27. It 
is a thing which had been performed. It is 
different with the Lord’s Supper: this isa rite 
to be repeated; 1 Cor. xi. 25, seq. Therefore, 
only when an essential mistake has been com- 
mitted—when, e. g., anything belonging to the 
essentials of baptism, as the use of water, or 
proper instruction concerning the object of this 
rite, has been neglected or altered, or if it has 
been administered by one not a Christian; vide 
Acts li. and xix., s. 138, IV.; in such cases only 
must it be renewed, as baptism then ceases to 
be true Christian baptism. 

(2) The opinions respecting repeating bap- 
tism were different even in the ancient Chris- 
tian church. Already in the second century 
they were accustomed in Africa (as appears 
from Tertullian, De Pudic. c. 19; De Bapt. c. 
15,) to rebaptize heretics, and the same was 
done in many provinces of the East. This 
was not the case, on the other hand, in Rome, 
and in the other European churches; here 
they simply laid hands upon those who were 
restored, when they were received back; and 
appealed for this to the apostolic tradition, that 
whoever has been baptized according to the 
command of Christ is rightly baptized, although 
it may have been done even by a heretic. In 
the third century there arose a vehement con- 
troversy on this point between Stephanus, Bi- 
shop of Rome, and the African party, whose 
usage Cyprian zealously defended. But they 
could not agree, and each party still adhered to 
its previous usage. These opinions, however, 
were abandoned by degrees in the African 


church, as in most others; they were, however, 


revived in the fourth century by the Donatists, 
and other fanatics of the succeeding century, 
who would acknowledge no baptism as valid 
which was administered by a heretic, or any 
teacher who did not stand in fellowship with 
them. The same opinion was revived by the 
enthusiastic sect known by the name of Anabap- 
tists, in the sixteenth century. ‘They, however, 
altered their theory afterwards to this, that they 
merely rejected infant baptism, and admitted 
only adult persons to baptism; and this is still 
the doctrine of the Mennonites and the other 
Anabaptists; hence they rebaptize those who 
were baptized in infancy, because infant baptism 
is not regarded by them as valid, and those bap- 
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tized in this way only are considered by them 
as not baptized. They therefore reject the name 
of Anabaplists, (Wiedertatifer.) The opinions 
of all Anabaptists of ancient and modern times 
flow partly from unjust ideas of the power and 
efficacy of baptism, and partly from erroneous 
opinions respecting the church. It is true, in- 
deed, that many who have denied that baptism 
should be repeated have held these same erro- 
neous opinions, but they would not admit the 
consequences which naturally result from them. 

(a) The Africans of the second and third 
centuries held this point in common with their 
opponents, that forgiveness of sin and eternal 
happiness are obtained by means of baptism, 
and the Holy Ghost by means of the laying on 
of the hands of the bishop; and indeed both 
imagined that a sort of magic or miraculous in- 
fluence belongs’ to these rites. Vide s. 139, 
IV. The Africans concluded now, that as 
heretics do not hold the true Christian doctrine 
they are not to be considered as Christians, 
and consequently that their baptism is not 
Christian baptism, and that they, therefore, like 
unchristian persons, are not susceptible of the 
Holy Ghost. 

(6) The Donatists, now, maintained plainly 
and decidedly that the church can consist only 
of holy and pious persons, and that this genuine 
Christian church could be found only among 
themselves, (vide s. 135, II.;) wherefore they 
rebaptized all who came over to their sect. For 
they maintained that the gratiu baplismit does 
not exist among heretics; that the ordination of 
teachers out of their own communion is invalid 3 
that others have not the Holy Ghost, and can- 
not therefore baptize in a valid manner;—in 
short, it was their opinion that the efficacy of - 
the ordinances depends on the worthiness of. 
him who administers them. 

(c) The Anabaptists of the sixteenth century 
proceeded from the same position, that the 
church is a community of mere saints and re- 
generated persons. They and their followers 
therefore rejected infant baptism, as it could not 
be known as yet concerning children whether 
they would live pious or ungodly lives; nor 
could children promise the church that they 
would live righteously. Adults only, in their 
view, might therefore be baptized. Cf. the work 
written by an Anabaptist, entitled «* Ueber die 
moralischen Zwecke und Verpflichtungen der 
Taufe,”’ which, aside from this point, contains 
much which is good; translated from the Eng- 
lish; Leipzig, 1775—8. Vide also D. A. J. 
Stark, Geschichte der Taufe und der Taufge- 
sinnten; Leipzig, 1789, 3vo. 

[Wote.—On the general subject of baptism, 
cf. Bretschneider, Dogmatik, b. ii. s. 672, ff. 
Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 556, s. 122, ff. The litera 
ture of this doctrine is here very fully exhibited. 
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For the early history of this doctrine, cf. Nean- 
der, K. Gesch. b. i. Abth. ii. s. 533—63 ; also 
b. ii. Abth. ii. s. 682, ff.; for the more recent 
history, cf. Plank, Gesch. der protest. Lehrb. 
b. v. th. 1.—Tr.] 


SECTION CXLII. 
OF THE BAPTISM OF INFANTS. 


Many of the ancients and moderns have dis- 
approved of infant baptism. It was first ex- 
pressly dissuaded by Tertullian (De Bapt. c. 
18), although he does not entirely reject it, as 
it was at that time incommon use. But it was 
also quite common then to delay baptism; and 
those who approved of this could not at the same 
time approve of infant baptism. Vides. 141, I. 
Infant baptism was also rejected by the Anabap- 
tists of the sixteenth century, and their follow- 
ers, for reasons mentioned in s. 141, ad finem. 
Mich. Servetus, too, in the sixteenth century, 
would have no one baptized under thirty years 
of age. ‘There is no decisive example of this 
practice in the New Testament; for it may be 
objected against those passages where the bap- 
tism of whole families is mentioned—viz., Acts, 
x. 42, 48; xvi. 15, 33; 1 Cor. 1. 16, that it is 
doubtful whether there were any children in 
these families, and if there were, whether they 
were then baptized. From the passage Matt. 
Xxviil. 19, it does not necessarily follow that 
Christ commanded infant baptism; (the waSy- 
tevevv is neither for nor against;) nor does this 
follow any more from John, iii. 5, and Mark, 
x. 14,16. There is therefore no express com- 
mand for infant baptism found in the New Tes- 
ment; as Morus (p. 215, s. 12) justly concedes. 
Infant baptism has been often defended on very 
unsatisfactory &@ priort grounds—e. g., the ne- 
cessity of it has been contended for, in order 
that children may obtain by it the faith which 
is necessary to salvation, &c. It is sufficient to 
shew, (1) That infant baptism was not forbid- 
den by Christ, and is not opposed to his will 
and the principles of his religion, but entirely 
suited to both. (2) That it was probably prac- 
tised even in the apostolic church. (3) That 
it is not without advantages. 


I. Proofs of the Lawfulness and Antiquity of 
Infant Baptism. 


(1) That infant baptism, considered as a 
solemn rite of initiation into the church, cannot 
be opposed to the design and will of Christ, 
may be concluded from his own declaration, 
Matt. x. 14, «Suffer little children to come unto 
me and forbid them not, cay yap covwtray éoriy 
% BactAsva tov @cov.” This is indeed no com- 
mand jor infant baptism; but if children may 
and ought to have a share in the Christian 
shurch, and in all Christian privileges (Gaoweva 
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cow), it cannot be imprcper to introduce them 
into the Christian church by this solemn rite of 
initiation. Indeed, if it is according to the de- 
sign of Christ that children should have a share 
in the rites and privileges of Christians from 
their earliest youth up, it must also be agreeable 
to his will solemnly to introduce them, by this 
rite of initiation, into the nursery of his people. 
Cf. 1 Cor. vii. 14. 

(2) Christian baptism is so far similar to cir- 
cumcision as that the one was the rite of initia- 
tion into the ancient church, the other into the 
new; s. 137,-II. ad finem, and Morus, p. 253, 
note. But Christian baptism represents and 
imparts far greater spiritual benefits than cir- 
cumcision. Now we know that the sons of 
Jews and proselytes, according to divine com- 
mand, were circumcised on the eighth day, when 
they certainly had as yet no idea of the intent 
and meaning of this religious rite. Accord- 
ing to this analogy, children among Christians 
may be baptized, even during those years whep 
they cannot as yet understand anything of the 
design of the rite, or make any profession of 
their faith. At least, this analogy must have 
been very clear to the first Christians, and to the 
apostles, who themselves were Jews. When 
therefore in the times of the apostles a whole 
family was baptized, would not the children be 
baptized too? And did not Paul say without 
limitation that a// were baptized, at a time when 
there were those grown up in the Christian 
society who were born of Christian parents? 
Vide 1 Cor. i. and xii., and Gal. iii. Again; 
were it entirely decided that Jewish proselyte 
baptism was common during the life of Christ, 
this circumstance would establish the position 
still more; for the children of proselytes were 
also baptized. But even if proselyte baptism 
was not introduced until the end of the second 
or beginning of the third century, and was then 
adopted in imitation of Christian baptism, even 
in this case it might still be concluded that at 
that time the baptism of infants must have been 
common among Christians. 

(3) The most decisive reason is the follow- 
ing: Christ did not indeed ordain infant bap- 
tism expressly; but if, in his command to bap- 
tize all, he had wished children to be excepted, 
he must have expressly said this; Matt. xxviii. - 
Since the first disciples of Christ, as native 
Jews, never doubted that children were to be 
introduced into the Israelitish church by circum- 
cision, it was natural that they should include 
children also in baptism, if Christ did not exe 
pressly forbid it. Had he therefore wished that 
this should not be done, he would have said so 
in definite terms. : 

(4) That infant baptism was very commor 
shortly after the times of the apostles, both in 
the Eastern and Western churches, admits of no 
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doubt, if all the historical data are compared. 
Vide Morus, p. 251, not. ad s. 10. Some have 
endeavoured to find evidence for this practice 
even in the writings of Justin the Martyr and 
Treneus; but they are not sufliciently decisive 
on this point.* The most weighty evidence 
that ean be produced, from the oldest church 
fathers and from church history, is the follow- 
. ing—viz., 

(a) From Tertullian (De Bapt. c. 18) it is 
clearly seen, that already in his time the bap- 
tism of infants was very customary in Africa 
and elsewhere, although he himself does not 
speak favourably of this practice. 

(>) In the time of Cyprian, in the third cen- 
tury, there arose a controversy concerning the 
day when the child should be baptized, whether 
before the eighth day. But there is no question 
on the point whether children ought to be bap- 
tized ; in this they were all unanimously agreed. 

(c) Augustine calls infant baptism apostolica 
traditio, and says, totam ecclesiam id traditum 
tenere. 

(d) But far more important is the testimony 
of a much earlier, and therefore more valuable 
witness—viz., Origen, of the third century, who 
says in his Comm. in Ep. ad Rom. vi., that the 
church had received this as a tradition from the 
apostles, (wapadoots aztooromxn.) Here it might 
indeed be objected that the church fathers ap- 
peal much too freely to apostolic tradition, for 
the sake of giving to their own opinions and to 
the appointments of the church the more autho- 
rity. But if infant baptism was not practised 
in the oldest church, it is hardly conceivable 
how it should have become so general a short 
time after, and this too without any controversy 
or contradiction. When Origen was born, about 
the year 185, it was universally prevalent in the 
Christian church, and he was, as he says him- 
self, a baptized child. If it was not customary 
at the time of the apostles, we must suppose that 
afterwards single individuals or churches began 
to baptize children. But in those times in 
which they adhered so strictly, even in the 
smallest trifles, to ancient usage, such an inno- 
vation could not possibly have taken place with- 
out great excitement, controversy, contadiction, 
and without occasioning many councils. ‘These 
effects were produced by some very insignificant 
matters, but we cannot find the least trace of 
opposition to the first practice of infant baptism. 
There can, then, be no time mentioned in which 
the baptism of infants was first introduced after 
the death of the apostles. ‘Therefore it must 
have existed from the beginning. Neither Ter- 
tullian nor Pelagius knew of a later origin of it, 
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* (The evidence from Treneus is thought valid and 
incontrovertible by Neander; vide K. Gesch. b. ii. 
Abth, ii. s. 549, 550.—T Rr. ] 
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when the former censured it, and the latter de- 
nied that it is necessary to procure the forgive 
ness of sins for children. For the history of 
infant baptism and its opponents, vide Guil. 
Wall, Historia Baptismi Infantum, and John 
Walch, Historia Pedobaptismi, Sec. iv prix 
orum; Jene, 1739, 


IL. The Uses and Effects of Infant Baptism. 


Although children at the time of their bap- 
tism know nothing respecting this rite, and are 
not capable of any notion of it, and can make 
no profession, (and these are the principal ob- 
jections on the other side,) still it does not fol- 
low that infant baptism is without advantages, 
any more than that Jewish circumcision was. 
It has twofold advantages : 

(1) For the children themselves. The advan- 
tages to them are both present and future. 

(a) The present effect, as far as it appears 
clearly to ws, is principally this, that by this 
means they are admitted into the nursery 
of the church, and even while children en- 
joy its rights and privileges, as far as they 
are capable of so doing. This is sufficient; 
and there is no need of adopting the doctrine 
about a children’s faith, so far at least as that 
implies anything which can exist without com- 
prehension and capability of using the under- 
standing. Vides. 121, II., and Morus, p. 249. 
In the general position, that just as far as they 
have subjective capacity, and as soon as they 
have this, God will work in them that which is 
good for their salvation, there is not only no- 
thing unreasonable, but it is altogether rational 
and scriptural. It is also certain that we can- 
not surely teJ]l how soon, or in what way and 
by what means, this subjective capacity may 
be shewn and developed. 

(6) As soon as their mental powers begin to 
unfold themselves in some degree, children are 
capable of an obvious inward, moral effect of 
baptism, or of God in and through baptism. In 
the Christian instruction imparted to them they 
must therefore be continually referred to this 
event; it must be shewn them that they too 
have obtained by baptism a share in all the 
great and divine blessings and promises which 
are given to Christians, and that they are so- 
lemnly obligated by baptism, through God’s 
assistance and guidance, to fulfil al] the condi- 
tions on which Christians receive these great 
promises. In the youthful age this means is 
exceedingly efficacious in exciting pious re- 
flections, and it operates upon the whole suc- 
ceeding life. It is on this account (as Morus 
well observes) a very suitable and commend; 
able practice in the protestant church, that the 
children, before they approach the Lord’s ‘Table 
for the first time, are thoroughly instructed in 
the doctrinal and practical truths of Christianity, 
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to the acceptance and obedience of which 
they are obligated by baptism. This is called 
the confirmation, (of the covenant of baptism.) 
It has upon many, as experience teaches, the 
most salutary efficacy through their whole life, 
and it is the duty of the evangelical teacher to 
lay out all his strength upon this instruction, 
and to make it, as far as he can, appropriate 
and practical. And if in some the advantages 
of it do not appear immediately, still in late 
years they are often seen. The good seed sown 
in the heart often lies a long time concealed be- 
fore it comes up. Baptism cannot indeed exert 
any compulsion upon children, any more than 
when one is enrolled, as a child to a canonry, 
or as an academic citizen. ‘They must act ac- 
cording to their own conscientious conviction, 
choice, and determination, after they come to 
the exercise of their understanding. 

(2) For the parents, relatives, or guardians of 
the children. 'To these, too, is the baptism of 
infants eminently useful in many respects; and 
it may be said that this advantage alone is a 
sufficient reason for instituting infant baptism. 
For (a) the assurance is given by this rite to 
parents, in a solemn and impressive manner, 
that the great privileges and promises bestowed 
upon Christians will be imparted to their chil- 
dren also, and thus religious feelings, pious 
thoughts and resolutions, are awakened and 
promoted in them. (0) By this rite they are 
engaged and encouraged to educate their chil- 
dren in a Christian manner, in order that their 
children may receive the privileges bestowed 
apon them, and attain one day to the actual ex- 
ercise and enjoyment of them. These duties 
should be urged upon parents by the Christian 
teacher, especially at the time when their chil- 
dren are baptized; and he may find instruction 
respecting the manner in which this should be 
done in the passages above cited. Respecting 
the usages properly connected with infant bap- 
tism, vide s. 139, ad finem. 


CHAPTER II. 


ON THE DOCTRINE OF THE LORD'S SUPPER. 


SECTION CXLIII. 


OF THE NAMES OF THE LORD'S SUPPER} AND THE 

OCCASION AND OBJECT OF ITS INSTITUTION. 

{. Names of the Lord’s Supper. 

(1) The scriptural names. (a) Kupraxdy Ssin~ 
yor, the festival which Christ appointed, and 
which is held in his honour, and is commemo- 
rafive of him, 1 Cor. xi. 20. Hence the com- 
mom appellations, the Lord’s Supper, cena do- 
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mini, or sacra cena, because it was instituted ac 
supper time. Entirely synonymous with this 
is the phrase (b) TpazeCa Kupiov, 1 Cor. x. Zl, 
where we also find the name zorzpuoy Kupiov. 
With these the term xacous tov dprov, Acts, li. 
42, is frequently mentioned. But this seems 
rather to apply to the feasts of love, (Agape,) 
after which the sacrament of the Supper was 
frequently, though not always, administered in . 
the primitive church. Cf. ver. 46, wevaraufa- 
vew tpop7s. ‘Lhe term Saped éxovpawios, Heb. 
vi. 4, is rendered by Michaelis heavenly manna, 
and applied to the Lord’s Supper. This term 
seems, however, to denote more generally the 
unmerited divine favours conferred upon the 
primitive Christians. 

(2) The ecclesiastical names of this sacrament, 
These are very many: some of the principal are 
the following :— 

(a) Kowwwria, communio—a festival in com 
mon. This name is borrowed from 1 Cor. x. 
16, where, however, it denotes the profession 
which Christians make, by partaking in common 
of the Supper, of their interest in Christ, of the 
saving efficacy of his death for them, and their 
own actual enjoyment of its consequences. 

(b) Exyapvorva and eiaroyva, (for these terms 
are Synonymous.) This sacramentis so called 
because it is designed to promote a thankful re- 
membrance of Christ, and of the divine favours 
bestowed upon us through him. He himself 
commenced the Supper by a prayer of thanks, 
which has always been justly retained in admi- 
nistering this ordinance. The appellation eweha- 
ristia (eucharist) was used even by Ignatius, 
Justin the Martyr, Ireneus, and Tertullian. 
[This name seems also to be of scriptural ori- 
gin, and to be taken from the phrase zorzptoy 
etaoylas b edroyouusy, used by Paul.—Tr.] 

(c) Swvakes, ovvakis aya. This signifies, priv 
marily, @ collection; then, a collection for celes 
brating the Lord’s Supper, and finally, the Lord’s 
Supper itself. This name was probably taken 
from 1 Cor. xi. 18, 20, ovvepyopévor duc. 

(d) Ascroupya [primarily, ministerium], then, 
the sacrament of the Supper, as the principa: act 
of religious service, especially on account of the 
sacrifice of Christ which is there commemorated, 
since Ascroupyca signifies, by way of eminence, 
that part of religious service which consists in 
sacrifice. 

(e) Mvorzpror, cana mystica and missa; so 
this sacrament was called, because the catechu- 
mens were excluded from it, and none who were 
not Christians could be present when it was ad- 
ministered. ‘They were sent away by the dea- 
cons with the words, Jie, missa est, (eeclesia.) 
Missa signifies properly dismissto catechumeno* 
rum et peenitentium. 

(f) There are other names, which were takea 
from saerifices, and the offering of sacrinces—= 
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@. £., mpocpopa, oblatio, Svove, Svota dvaiwaxtos, 
altare, sacramentum altaris, &c. Many such 
names are found in the ancient liturgies. Vide 
Morus, page 271, note 2. Christ instituted the 
Supper chiefly in commemoration of his death, 
or his offering up of himself for man; and he 
employs in doing this the »terms borrowed from 
sacrifices. Now it was customary for the Chris- 
tians who had most possessions to bring food 
and drink to their love-festivals, and from the 
remnants of these gifts (xpoogopa) they held the 
Supper in commemoration of the sacrifice of 
Christ. This gave the first occasion for com- 
paring this sacrament with an offering ; and this 
was done the more willingly by Christians, as 
it was often objected against them, by Jews 
and heathens, that they had no sacrifices. And 
by degrees they became accustomed to regard 
the Lord’s Supper not merely as a festival in 
memory of the sacrifice of Christ, but as an ac- 
tual repetition of this sacrifice—an idea which 
gave rise afterwards to the grossest errors. The 
first traces of these opinions are found in Justin 
the Martyr, Ireneus, Tertullian, and still more 
in Cyprian, Augustine, and others. Vide Er- 
nesti in ‘ Antimuratorius,” in his “ Opuse. 
Theol.” p. 80; and with respect to these eccle- 
siastical names in general, Casaubon, Exerc. in 
Baron.—Ex. 16, p. 445. 


II. Texts relating to the Lord’s Supper, and the 
occasion and object of its Institution. 


(1) The institution of the Supper is described 
in the following texts—viz., Matt. xxvi. 26—28 ; 
Mark, xiv. 22—24; Luke, xxii. 19, 20. Luke 
is more full and distinct in his narrative than 
the others; in John there is nothing said re- 
specting it, since he presupposed it as already 
well known. Paul, however, gives an account 
of the institution of the Supper, and agrees most 
nearly with Luke, 1 Cor. xi. 23—25. He is 
speaking of the disorders which had crept into 
the Corinthian church in their observance of the 
Agape, and of the Lord’s Supper in connexion 
with them; and takes this opportunity to dis- 
course at large (in the entire passage from ver. 
17th to 34th) respecting the design and the effi- 
cacy of the sacrament of the Supper, and the 
proper mode of celebrating it. Cf. 1 Cor. x. 
16, 17. Theologians are not agreed among 
themselves whether the passage, John, vi. 50, 
seq., where Christ speaks of the eating of his 
flesh and drinking his blood, relates to this sacra- 
ment. Vide Morus, p. 269, note D. As the 
Reformed theologians often appealed to this 
passage in behalf of their theory, the Lutherans 
(e. g., even Ernesti) would not allow that it 
could be used to explain the language in which 
the Supper was instituted. So much is certain, 
that nothing is said in this passage itself respect- 
ing the Lord’s Supper, since this was not yet in- 
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stituted. But the terms here used have a striking 
resemblance with those employed at the institu- 
tion of the Supper; and since this discourse of 

Jesus produced at the time a great sensation on 
account of its remarkable phraseology, it can 
hardly be supposed that his disciples would for- 
get it, or that it should not have occurred to their 
minds when terms so similar were employed at 
the institution of the Supper. ‘They, doubtless, 
could explain many things in this whole trans- 
action from their recollections of this discourse. 
This will appear the more probable if we con- 
sider that these words of Jesus, recorded by John 
(chap. vi.), were spoken shortly before the pass- 
over, (ver, 4;) that the images employed by him 
were taken from the custom of eating the flesh 
of the victims at the festivals attending the sa- 
crifices, and especially at the passover, the most 
solemn of them al]; and that it was exactly at 
the passover that the Supper was instituted by 
Christ. But allowing that these words may be 
used to illustrate those employed by Christ on 
the latter occasion, the Lutheran opinion is not 
invalidated. For every Lutheran will allow that 
it was a great object in the establishment of the 
Lord’s Supper to remind us, in an impressive 
manner, of the body of Jesus offered, and his 
blood shed for us, and to exhibit and convey to 
us the great blessings which we owe to him.., 
Now in John, cap§ and atua Xpeorov plainly de- 

note the doctrine of Jesus so far as he offered up 

his body, and shed his blood for the good of 

man. Vide John, vi. 51, 63. Zo cat and drink 
of this body and blood is the same as muoveteww 
eis Xpuoroy toravpauevoy. Vide ver. 47, 50, 51, 
56. What food and drink are to the body, as 
contributing to its nourishment and vigour, the 
same is a living faith in this doctrine to the soul ; 
spiritual nourishment, pabulum animt. ‘This 
language, then, is to be understood to denote 
the truth of Christ’s sacrifice or atonement, 
and the inward experience of its benefits.” And 
this was the very object of the Lord’s Supper— 
viz., to preserve the memory of the death of 

Christ, visibly to set it forth, and to convey its 
benefits to those who partake of this sacrament. 
It cannot, therefore, be denied that the passage 
in John (so far as it is figurative and symbolical) 
serves to illustrate the language in which the 
Lord’s Supper was instituted, and indeed the 
whole nature of this ordinance. Cf. especially 
Storr, Doctrines Christiane pars theoretica, p. 
314, seq. 

(2) What was the occasion of Christ’s institut- 
ing this festival? What was the immediate cause 
of his doing it? He was accustomed to take oc- 
casion, from the circumstances by which he was 
surrounded, to give instruction; and at the pass- 
over everything was symbolical, and the father 
of the family (the character which Christ now 
sustained among his disciples) referred every- 
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thing back to the events in the life of the ances- 
tors of the Jewish nation. It seems now that this 
Jewish passover gave the first occasion to Christ 
for instituting his Supper. j 

(a) Christ abolished the ancient dispensation, 
(naraudy dcaSzjxqv3) consequently all the Jew- 
ish festivals, sacrifices, and the solemnities con- 
nected with them, were set aside, and among 
these the passover, one of the principal festivals 
of the Jewish church. This was done, as we 
are taught everywhere in the New Testament, 
by the death of Christ. Still it could not be 
denied that this and other Jewish festivals had 
many advantages, and that they tended to keep 
alive a sense of the divine benefits, and to 
awaken pious feelings. Vide s. 137, III. 1. 
Besides, it was altogether customary, both 
among the Jews and the heathen nations, to 
have sacrificial festivals standing in immediate 
connexion with religion; hence Paul objects to 
it that Christians who drink from the cup of the 
Lord, and eat at the table of the Lord, should 
drink from the cup and eat from the table of 
idols, 1 Cor. x. 15—21. Still it cannot be pro- 
perly said that the common sacrificial festivals 
among the Jews and heathen furnished Christ 
the principal or only inducement to institute his 
Supper, as was asserted by Cudworth, in his 
work, ** De vera notione sacre ecene,’’ which is 
found in his ‘* Systema Intellectuale,”’ accom- 
panied by Mcsheim’s remarks—an opinion to 
which Warburton and others have acceded. It 
is also false to assert that the Lord’s Supper is 
properly a sacrificial festival, like the Jewish 
passover, although it is a cena religiosa, or sacra, 
and although it may be compared, and is in fact 
compared by Paul (1 Cor. x.,) with these fes- 
tivals. Vide Morus, p. 261, note; and p. 271, 
note 2, It is more just to say that Christ merely 
took occasion from the Jewish sacrificial festi- 
vals, and especially from the passover, all of 
which were now abolished, to institute this fes- 
tival, to maintain among his followers the me- 
mory of his offering up of himself. But in en- 
tire conformity with the spirit of his religion, 
and of all his other institutions, he left it unde- 
termined at what times it should be held, and how 
often it should be repeated. He simply said, 
Do this, as oft as ye do it, in remembrance of me, 
1 Cor. xi. 25. 

(5) The passover was designed to commemo- 
rate the rescue of the Israelites from Egypt, and 
their deliverance from many afflictions; and 
was to be repeated by their descendants as an 
occasion for thankful remembrance of the di- 
vine favours. Vide Exodus, xiii. 9, coll. xii. 
26, 27. It took its name from this circumstance 
—viz., m0, feast of deliverance, or rescue. In the 
same way was the Christian festival designed to 
promote the grateful remembrance of Christ, on 


THEOLOGY. 


account of the deliverance from sin and ‘ts pue 
nishment, and.all the other spiritual blessings 
which we owe to him, and it was to be repeated, 
eis thy gunv aviponow; Luke, xxii. 19; 1 Cor. 
xi. 24,26. Hence Paul says, 1 Cor. v. 7, ro 
naoya nwo inip Gucv erin, Xpcords. He 
‘does not, indeed, here mean the Lord’s Supper 
itself; but still it is very easy to see from this 
passage the intimate connexion of these ideas. 
The words, however, by which the Supper was 
instituted, This is my body, &c., cannot be ex- 
plained from the formula used at the celebration 
of the passover, This is the bread of suffering 
which our fathers ate, &c.3 for this formula was 
not adopted until after the destruction of the se- 
cond temple; nefther can it be fotnd in the 
Talmud, as Schottgen has shewn, (Hor. Tal- 
mud. ad Matt. xxvi. 26,) and also Deyling, 
(Obs. Miscel]. P. i. Exere. iv. p. 221.) The 
words of Christ on this occasion are rather to be 
compared with the Mosaic formula employed at 
the solemn sanctioning of the law, at which 
time sacrifices were also offered ; Exod. xxiv. 8, 
Behold the blood of the covenant, which the Lord 
hath made with you. Cf. Morus, p. 260, note 2. 

(c) Christ did not institute his Supper during 
the continuance of the passover, but after it was 
finished, in order to give his new ordinance an 
additional solemnity from its connexion with the 
passover, and at the same time to make it entirely 
distinct from the latter. This example was so 
far imitated by the ancient Christians, that while 
they celebrated the sacrament of the Supper in 
connexion with the .2gapa, or feasts of love, they 
yet observed it as a separate festival, after the 
former was ended. At the social festivals of the 
Jews, at the passover, &c., a cup was passed 
round, over which thanks were said, while the 
cup was drank to the praise of God—a custom 
which we find in other ancient nations. Cf. 
Psalm exvi. 13; 1 Chron. xvi. 1, seq.; also the 
mornprov Sauuoviwv, 1 Cor. x. 21. It was with 
this ceremony that Christ concluded the pass- 
over, Luke, xxii. 17. And now, after they had 
eaten, (¢oSvdvtay avray, according to Matthew 
and Mark, or wera rd detnvnoo, according to 
Luke and Paul,) he again offered a prayer of 
thanks, as was customary at the commencement 
of a festival (etyaptsryous,) in order to distin- 
guish this ordinance from the one which had pre- 
ceded, and then distributed the bread and passed 
round the cup the second time. Tle took the 
materials for this sacrament from what remained 
of bread and wine (as the ordinary drink of the 
table) after they had eaten. And this was ene 
tirely conformed to his design, that the rite come 
memorative of him should be as simple as pose 
sible, and such that it could be often observed, 
and in any place, without much trouble or diffi- 
culty. In this respect the Lord’s Supper differs 


) 


STATE INTO WHICH MAN IS BROUGHT BY THE REDEMPTION. 


widely from the Jewish passover, where every- 
thing was complicated and circumstantially ar- 
ranged. Vide Exod. xii. 3, seq. 

Note.—Christ recommended the observance 
of the Supper, not merely to the apostles, but to 
all Christians. Vide Morus, p- 259, s. 1, ad 
finem. Nor-was it his meaning that they should 
merely sometimes remember him at their ordi- 
nary social meals, and while they partook of the 
bread and wine on the table, think of his death; 
on the contrary, the apostles understood the 
_ words, Do this in remembrance of me, to relate to 
all Christians ; and they distinguished this fes- 
tival from all other social festivals, and intro- 
duced the observance of it into all the Christian 
ehurches. This appears especially from 1 Cor. 
xi. 23, 24, coll. x. 16, where it is also described 
as an ordinance of Christ, and indeed as one 
which Paul himself, as well as the other apos- 
tles, had received immediately from Christ. It 
is said expressly, ver. 26, that this ordinance 
should be observed until the end of the world, 
(axpes ob 2ASy 6 Kipuos.) The Supper was de- 
signed to be a perpetual sermon on the death of 
Christ until he shall come again to bring his 
followers into the kingdom of the blessed; and 
every one who partakes of it is supposed hereby 
to profess that he believes Christ died even for 
him. There have always, however, been some 
who have supposed that this institution is need- 
less, or that the precept to observe it does not 
extend to all Christians: the Pauliciani, e. g., 
supposed that bread and wine are here figurative 
terms, denoting the doctrines of Christ, which 
nourish the soul. So the Socinians, and seve- 
ral fanatical sects. 

(3) More particular explanation of the object 
of Christ in instituting the sacrament of the Sup- 

er. 
: (a) The chief object of Christ. From what has 
been already said, it appears that this festival 
was designed to be in commemoration of Christ, 
—of all tie blessings for which we are indebted 
to him, and especially of his death, from which 
these other benefits all proceed. This is evident 
from the very words in which this ordinance 
was established, caua trip ducr didopmevor, (or, 
as Paul has it, «Aduevor, 30’, ledere, vulnerare, 
to which the breaking of the bread alludes,) and 
aiuoa trip duav, (or mepi morrur, according to 
Mark and Luke,) éxzvvouevor, eis dpeouy durapreay. 
Christ often repeated these words during the 
eating and drinking of the Supper, and inter- 
changed them with others of the same import; 
and hence we may account for the different 
phraseology recorded by the different evange- 
lists. The same thing is evident from the ex- 
press declaration of Paul, 1 Cor. xi. 26, «So 
often as ye partake of this festival, you profess 
yourselves among the number of those who be- 


lieve that Christ suffered death for their sakes,” 
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(Savarov Kupvov xatoyyérete.) Cf. 1 Cor. x. 16, 
and also the fine paraphrase of this passage 
given by Morus, p. 259, s. 3, n. 1. 

But this needs more particular explanation. 
On the day of Christ’s death the ancient Mosaic 
dispensation ceased, and the new covenant, or 
the new dispensation instituted by God through 
Christ for the salvation of men, commenced. 
The memorable event of that day, which had 
such vast consequences, he and his apostles 
celebrated by this festival, and he commanded 
them to continue to observe it in future time. 
It is therefore the uniform doctrine of the apos- 
tles that the new dispensation of God (xa 
dvaSyxn) began with the death of Christ, and 
was thereby solemnly consecrated. Cf. the 
texts cited s, 118, IT. 1. Hence Paul says, Heb. 
ix. 14, 15, that even as Judaism was inau- 
gurated by sacrifices, so was Christianity also, 
by the sacrifice of Jesus Christ. And now as 
Moses, Exod. xxiv. 8, calls the blood of the sae 
crifice by which the Mosaic laws and the whole 
Mosaic institute was consecrated and received a 
solemn sanction, the blood of the covenant, so does 
Christ, with a most indisputable reference to 
this expression, denominate his death,—his 
blood which he shed, the blood of the new cover 
nant; and the words 7d aiua xawns SvaSqjxns 
(or, as Luke and Paul plainly have it, 7d nory- 
puoy (éore) 7 xauwn duaSyxn év 7 aiware pov) are 
to be regarded as explanatory of the words rovro 
EOTL TO CHUA Mov, TO AiG Mov. 

The meaning therefore is, «* ye celebrate, while 
ye eat this bread and drink this wine, the me- 
mory of my body offered up, and of my blood 
shed for you, by which the new covenant, the 
new dispensation for the good of the world, 
whose founder I am, is consecrated.”” The sa- 
crament of the Supper is therefore a significant 
sermon on the death of Jesus, and requires, in 
order to a proper celebration of it, a personal 
experience of the benefits of this death. 

Christ says, “drink ye all of it; for it is my 
blood.”’ By this he means that they should so 
divide the wine among themselves that each 
should receive a portion of it. He himself did 
not partake of the sacramental bread and wine; 
for his body was not offered, nor his blood shed, 
for his own sake; and those only for whom this 
was done should eat and drink of it. The roura 
ore copa and atua refers, therefore, principally 
to the act itself, like the following todvo no- 
ecte—i. e., this act (which you shall hereafter 
repeat) shall serve to impress your minds with © 
the great importance of my body offered up for 
the good of men, and of my blood shed for their 
sake, and shall remind you of all the salutary 
consequences flowing from my death, and shall 
convey these benefits to you personally. It is 
not, therefore, the then present and living body 
of Jesus which is here spoken of, but the body 
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which was sacrificed—i. e., Christ, so far as he 
died for us. ‘This is illustrated by the formula 
used by Moses respecting the passover, Exod. 
xii. 11, 27, xin npp—i. e., by this act you 
solemnly commemorate the deliverance from 
Eyypt. And as the passover was appointed 
and first celebrated shortly before this deliver- 
ance, so was the sacrament of the Supper insti- 
tuted and celebrated just before the death of 
Christ; and as the former was to be repeated in 
commemoration of the great event on account 
of which it was first instituted, and for the sake 
of awakening grateful and religious feelings, so 
it was also with the latter. This analogy seems 
to have been perfectly understood by the apos- 
tles, and hence they do not inquire of Christ, 
as they were accustomed to do in other cases. 

(6) But in connexion with this principal ob- 
ject, Christ had also others in view, all of 
which, however, are related to this, and depend 
upon it. Especially does it appear to have been 
an object with Christ in this ordinance to make 
plain, and impressively to recommend to his dis- 
ciples that great precept of his religion, Love 
one another, as I also have loved you, 1 Cor. x. 
17; xii. 13. He designed that by this symbol 
his disciples should mutually pledge their cor- 
dial love. It is a thing well known by old ex- 
perience that friendships are founded, cherished, 
and sustained by social festivals. Of this fact 
many of the ancient legislators and the founders 
of religions availed themselves in the appoint- 
ment of festivals; and this was also done by 
Moses. In many of the Oriental nations, there- 
fore, the guest who had but once eaten with 
them, even if it had been only bread and salt, 
and who had drunken with them, was considered 
as a pledged and unalterable friend; and it was 
in this way that the league of friendship and of 
mutual service was contracted. 

This noble custom was now made more ge- 
neral, and, as it were, consecrated, by religion, 
or the association of religious ideas. All the 
followers of Christ were to unite in this cele- 
bration, and to hold this festival in common, 
and without any distinction, in memory of their 
great benefactor and Saviour. For the follow- 
ers of Christ were required to love each other 
as brethren, and this for Christ’s sake—i. e., be- 
cause it is the will and the command of Christ, 
their common Lord. ‘Vide Joh. Gottlob Worb, 
Ueber die Bundes-und Freundschaftssymbole 
der Morgenlander; Sorau, 1792, 8vo. 

But we must remember, in connexion with 
this, the uniform doctrine of the New Testa- 
ment, that Christ in his exalted state is as near 
to all his followers, at all periods, even until 
the end of the world, (Matt. xxviii. 20,) and 
that he equally guides and supports them as 
when he was with his disciples, by his visible 
presence, upon the earth. Vides. 98. He was 
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visibly present when he first helc this festival 
with his disciples then living, and he then took 
the lead. But while he commands all his fol- 
lowers to continue to observe this rite until his 
visible return, he gives them the assurance that 
they stand equally under his inspection, and en- 
joy equally his care, with those who lived with 
him while he was upon the earth. Theologians 
say truly, Christus presentiam swam suts in sacra 
cena declarat ADSPECTABIEI pignore. So cer- 
tainly as they see the bread and the wine, even 
so certain should it be to them that he still 
lives, and that he is especially near to them, as 
he was formerly to his disciples while upon 
earth. 

Note.—From what ‘has now been said, it ap- 
pears (a) that the theory of the substantial pre- 
sence of the body and blood of Christ in the 
sacramental symbols is not essential, or is not 
to be looked upon as the great point in this doc- 
trine, and that it cannot be decisively proved 
from the words of Christ. ‘The reformed theo- 
logians take efvav here in the sense of szgnify- 
ing, skewing forth—a sense in which it is indeed 
often used—e. g., Sept. Gen. xli. 26, 27; Gal. 
iv. 24; Rey.i.20. Christ himself uses éo7¢ in 
a similar connexion, instead of oxwauver, John, 
xv. 1. The objections to this explanation which 
are of any weight may be seen in Storr’s “* Doe- 
trina Christiana,” p. 305, seq. Cf. also s. 146. 
This particular theory ought never to have been 
made an article of faith, but rather to have been 
placed among theological problems. Vides. 146. 

It also appears from the foregoing that we are 
not to suppose in the sacrament any actual of- 
fering up of the body of Christ, repeated every 
time the sacrament is observed. This false idea 
became gradually prevalent in the Romisk 
church. Vide No. I. of this section, ad finem 
This sacrament may indeed be called, as it is 
by the fathers, a sacrifice, but only in a figura- 
tive sense. For Christ offered up himself once 
for all, Heb. ix. 25—28; and the Lord’s Supper 
is the means of appropriating to each one the 
benefits of this one sacrifice. It is taught, how- 
ever, by the Romish church, that the priest of- 
fers to God, as a literal atoning sacrifice, both 
for the dead and the living, the sacramental 
symbols, which become, by consecration and 
transubstantiation, the real body and blood of 
Christ. From this doctrine respecting masses 
many other false ideas have originated. 


SECTION CXLIV. 


OF THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN WHAT IS ESSEN- 
TIAL AND UNESSENTIAL IN THE CELEBRATION 
OF THE ORDINANCE OF THE SUPPER. 


Some things pertaining to this ordinance ate 
essential—i. e., of such a nature that without 
them the whole act would not be the true Lord’s 
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Supper; others are wnessential, or contingent. The 
latter depend upon the circumstances of time, 
place, society, &c.; and with regard to these 
things we feel ourselves justified in deviating 
even from that which was done on the first in- 
stitution of the Supper, since these are regarded 
as indifferent matters, Christ having given no 
express precepts respecting them. Thus all 
agree that the ¢ime of the day in which itis ob- 
served is unessential, although Christ observed 
it in the evening; the same as to the posture at 
table, whether siféing or lying; and with re- 
spect to the place, whether it be a public or a 
private house; and other things of the same 
kind. 

But on some points opinions are divided. In 
the protestant church the use of the bread and 
wine (materia, or res terrestris, elementa, symbo- 
la) is reckoned among the essential things; and 
the use of them too in such a way that each of 
the elements shall be separately (separatim) 
taken. Protestants, too, contend that none but 
real Christians may partake of the Lord’s Sup- 
per. Other things are regarded by them as un- 
essential. These points will now be briefly 
considered, and illustrated by some historical 
observations. 


I. The use of Bread and Wine im the Lord’s 
Supper. 


(1) With regard to the nature of the bread to 
be employed in this sacrament, the opinions of 
theologians have been diverse. 

(a) It has been asked whether the bread 
should be deavened or unleavened, or whether 
this is a point of indifference. In the protestant 
church the latter opinion is maintained, and 
justly, since Christ left no precept respecting 
this point. So much is beyond doubt, that at 
the institution of the Supper Christ made use of 
unleavened bread, because no other was brought 
into the house during the celebration of the Jew- 
ish passover, still less was any other kind eaten. 
We have indeed no express information respect- 
ing the custom of the primitive Christians in 
this respect; but from all circumstances it ap- 
pears that they regarded it as a matter of indif- 
ferance whether leavened or unleavened bread 
is employed. They came together almost daily 
to partake of the Supper, and they carried with 
them the bread and wine for this festival. In 
this case they took the bread which was used 
at common meals, and this was leavened bread. 
Epiphanius (Her. 30) notices it as something 
peculiar in the Ebionites, that once in the year, 
at the time of the passover, they celebrated the 
Lord’s Supper with unleavend bread. It was 
eustomary at a subsequent period in the Oriental 
ehureh to make use of leavened bread, yet not 
always and in all places. In the Western 
clureh, on the contrary, unleavened bread was 


more commonly (though not always) employ- 
ed; and Rabanus Maurus, in the ninth century, 
declares this to be an apostolical tradition in the 
Romish church. There was, however, at this 
time, no daw upon the subject, either in the 
Eastern or Western church. But in the ele- 
venth century a controversy arose on this point 
between the two churches. as the Patriarch of 
Constantinople, Michael Cerularius, reproached 
the Western church for the use of unleavened 
bread, and made it heresy. After this period it 
was contended in the Romish church that no 
other than unleavened bread should be used, 
and this was so established by many papal 
decretals. The opposite ground was taken by 
the Greek church, and is still maintained at the 
present day. Vide Joh. Gottfried Herrmann, 
Historia Concertationum de Pane Azymo et 
Fermentato in Cena Domini; Leipzig, 1737, 
8vo. 

(6) Another thing which must be considered 
unessential is the breaking of the bread, which 
was done at the first institution of the Supper, 
according to the custom of the Jews, who baked 
the bread thin, and were accustomed therefore 
to break, instead of cutting it. We see, how- 
ever, from 1 Cor. xi. 24, (coll. x. 17, sts apros, 
from which pieces were broken off,) that this 
custom was retained in the primitive Christian 
church, and was regarded as emblematical of 
the wounding and breaking of the body of 
Jesus. It would have been better, therefore, to 
have retained this custom afterwards, for the 
same reason that the custom of immersion is 
preferable in performing the rite of baptism, 
Luther at first declared in favour of the breaking 
of bread, though he afterwards altered his opi- 
nion. It has been customary in the Romish 
church, especially since the twelfth and thir- 
teenth centuries, to cut the host or holy wafer 
in a peculiar way, so as to represent upon it the 
crucified Saviour, and to make the pieces more 
and more small, that no one might receive too 
much of this costly food. 

(2) In respect to the wine, it has been com- 
monly supposed that Christ used such, in the 
institution of the Supper, as was mingled with 
water. For it was very customary with the 
orientalists to drink mingled wine at table, and 
one was regarded as quite intemperate who 
drank pure wine, (merum.) Still this is very 
uncertain, since water and wine were freyuently 
drunk separately attable. In tho ancient church, 
however, the custom prevailed in most places 
of mingling water with the sacramental wine. 
It was also deterrained how much wine should 
be taken; though this was variously settled. 
Diverse allegorical significations were given to 
the mingling of these two elements. LH. g., it 
was said that the wine is the symbol of the 
soul of Christ, and the water of the people who 
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are united with him, &c. Such allegorizing is 
seen even in the writings of Cyprian. Cle- 
ment III. expressly enacted in the twelfth cen- 
tury that the wine should be mingled with 
water. This was not insisted upon by Luther, 
on account of the superstition connected with 
it. The colour of the wine is also indifferent, 
nor is it certain that Christ used the red wine. 

(3) In order to the right celebration of the 
Lcrd’s Supper, neither the bread nor the wine 
must be taken without the other, but both must 
be used, (communio sub utraque specie, ) though 
one separately from the other, (separatim.) 

(a) As to the latter point, it is probable from 
the institution of the Supper by Christ that he 
distributed each of the elements separately to 
his disciples. But we find that in some of the 
Oriental churches an exception was made in 
behalf of some sick persons, and that bread 
merely dipped in wine was given them. ‘I'he 
same thing was done in the West, especially 
during the tenth century, where, in some places, 
the bread only was consecrated, and then dipped 
in the wine, and so given to the communicants— 
a practice which was justly condemned. 

(b) It is also a well-founded opinion, that the 
cup should not be withholden from any who 
partake of this sacrament. Vide Morus, p. 272, 
n. 3. 

From 1 Cor. xi. 26; x. 16, 21, it appears, 
undeniably, that in the apostolic church all 
Christians partook both of the bread and the 
wine. And this was the practice throughout 
the whole Christian church during the first ten 
centuries. The Manicheans, who abstained 
wholly from wine, did not use it even at the 
Lord’s Supper; but they were strongly opposed 
by the teachers of all other parties—e. g., Hie- 
ronymus, Leo the Great, &c. Particularly im- 
portant is a decree of Pope Gelasius I., of the 
fifth century, against some sectarians, who 
used only bread in the celebration of the Supper. 
He calls their practice grande sacrilegium, and 
is very strong in his opposition to it. 

But when the doctrine of transubstantiation 
began to prevail in the West, especially after 
the eleventh century, the schoolmen suggested 
the question whether, considering that the bread 
is changed into the body of Christ, the blood is 
not also there, and so, whether it is not enough 
to partake merely of the bread? This question 
was answered in the affirmative; and it was 
suggested as an additional reason in behalf of 
this opinion, that drink may be easily spilled, 
and that it is more difficult to lose any portion 
of the bread. ‘This ground was taken even in 
the twelfth century by Hugo of St. Victor and 
Peier of Lombardy, and in the thirteenth cen- 
tury was defended with great zeal by Thomas 
Aquinas, Some churches in the West began, 
therefore, to introduce the custom of withholding 
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the cup from the laity, and giving it ouly to tha 
clergy. The first examples of this occurred in 
some English churches about the middie of the 
twelfth century. The scarcity and dearness of 
wine in northern Europe during this period may 
have furnished an additional motive for this 
practice. It was not until the thirteenth century 
that these examples were followed in France 
and Jtaly. Still this observance did not become 
universal either in this or the following century, 
although it was becoming more and more pre- 
valent in the churches in the West. This doc- 
trine de communione sub una was zealously op- 
posed by Wickliff and Huss and their adherents; 
and this led the Council at Costnitz, 1415, 
wholly to interdict the use of the cup by the 
laity. It was established by that Council, 
“that in each of the two elements the whole 
body of Christ is truly contained.” This doc- 
trine has been maintained in the Romish 
church ever since this period, although many 
theologians, and even some of the popes, have 
objected to it. Luther and Zuingle adopted the 
principles of Wickliff and Huss, and introduced 
again the general use of the cup into their 
churches, and hence the decisions of the Coun- 
cil at Costnitz were re-enacted by the Council 
at Trent in the sixteenth century. Besides the 
older works of Leo Allatius, Schmid, Calixtus, 
on this subject, cf. Spittler, Geschichte des 
Kelch’s im Abendmahl; Lemgo, 1780, 8vo. 


II. By whom should the Lord’s Supper be observed ? 
who should administer it? and may it be cele- 
brated in the Private Dwellings of Christians ? 
These questions come under the general in- 

quiry respecting what is essential and not es- 

sential in the observance of the Lord’s Supper. 

(1) None but actual members of the Christian 
chureh can take part in the Lord’s Supper; 
those who are not Christians are excluded from 
it. On this point there has been an universal 
agreement. For by this rite we profess our 
interest in the Christian church, and our belief 
in Christ. Vide 1 Cor. x. 17; xi. 26. The 
passage, Heb. xiii. 20, seems also to belong in 
this connexion. Every actual member of the 
church may therefore be admitted to the enjoy- 
ment of this ordinance, without distinction of 
regenerate and unregenerate persons, (though 
this is denied by some.) This is evident from 
the fact that it is the object of the Supper to 
make an external profession of Christian faith, 

(vide s. 145, I.;) and because it may be, and 

is designed to be, a means of promoting a change 

of heart, and often produces this effect. As un- 
regenerate persons are not excluded from hear- 
ing the divine word, neither should they be from 
partaking of this sacrament. Nor do we find 
that persons who gave no evidence of a regene- 
rate mind, and who were yet members of the 
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visible church, were excluded from the sacra- 
ment in the primitive Christian church; although 
such persons were advised to abstain from the 
sacrament, so long as their hearts were not ina 
proper frame, still it was left to their own con- 
sciences. Since, therefore, a mixed multitude 
of good and evil must be allowed in the visible 
church, it is the same as to the Lord’s Supper. 
Christ himself admitted Judas to the first cele- 
bration of this ordinance; and thus taught us 
our duty with regard to this subject. Many 
have indeed denied that Judas, the betrayer of 
Christ, partook of this sacrament with the other 
disciples; but from Luke, xxii. 20—22, the fact 
appears too plain to be denied. ‘This is admit- 
ted even by Augustine on the third Psalm. 
This fact is important, since many conscientious 
Christians, and even teachers, have had great 
doubts as to uniting with unconverted men in 
this ordinance, and have become separatists. 

In respect to children, however, it is main- 
tained that they are excluded from partaking 
of the Lord’s Supper. It was common in Africa, 
in Cyprian’s time—i. e., in the third century—to 
give the sacramental elements even to children; 
and this custom was gradually introduced into 
other churches. But in the twelfth century this 
practice fell into disuse in the West, although 
in the East it continues to the present day. 
The passage, John, vi. 53, is appealed to in be- 
half of this practice. Vide Peter Zorn, Historia 
Eucharistie Infantium; Berlin, 1736, 8vo. It 
cannot be said that the exclusion of children is 
expressly commanded by Christ, because there 
is nothing about this subject in the New Tes- 
tament, nor do we read that in the apostolic 
church they were excluded from the sacrament. 
(The children of the Israelites were not ex- 
cluded from the feast of the passover.) Yet as 
children were not admitted during the first cen- 
turies of the Christian church, (except in Africa 
in the third century,) we judge that they cannot 
have been admitted in the apostolic church ; for 
in that case this practice would not certainly 
have been disused in all the churches.. The 
eause of the exclusion of children is, plainly, 
that they cannot as yet understand the import- 
ance of the transaction, and must be unable to 
distinguish this religious festival from a com- 
mon meal; 1 Cor. xi. 29. It would thus be- 
come to them a merely formal and customary 
thing, and make no salutary impression. 

(2) By whom should the Lord’s Supper be ad- 
ministered 2 As the administration of the other 
religious rites of the church is entrusted to the 
teachers of religion, it is proper and according 
to good order that this also should be adminis- 
tered by them. This, however, is by no means 
their right exclusively and necessarily, but only 
ordinis et decort causa, as Morus well observes, 
p- 272, ad fin. In extreme cases, therefore, 
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where no regular teachers can be obtained, tnis 
sacrament may be administered by other Chris- 
tians to whom this duty is committed by the 
church. Vides. 136, II. 2; s. 139, III. This 
has been uniformly maintained by Luther and 
other protestant theologians. In the ancient 
Christian church it was as regularly adminis- 
tered by the teachers as baptism. Justin the 
Martyr (Apol. i. 85, seq.) says that the spo- 
éotwres consecrated and distributed the ele- 
ments; and Tertullian (De Cor. Mil.) says 
nec de aliorum manu quam PRESIDENTIUM sumi- 
mus. 

(3) The question has been asked, Whether 
private communions (e. g., in the case of sick 
persons) may be permitted, and whether they 
accord with the objects of the Lord’s Supper? 
This has been denied by some modern writers, 
particularly by Less, in his « Praktische Dog- 
matik,’? and by Schulze of Neustadt, « Ueber 
die Krankencommunion;” 1794. Cf. the work 
‘¢ Ueber die Krankencommunion, mit besonderer 
Hinsicht auf ihren Missbrauch und ihre Schad- 
lichkeit ;” Leipzig, 1803, 8vo; in which, how 
ever, the practice is not wholly rejected. These 
writers have been led to make their objections 
by seeing the frequent abuse of private commu- 
nions, by knowing that they are frequently re- 
sorted to from pride, or from some superstitious 
ideas with regard to their efficacy. Hence they 
have been led to maintain that it is essential, 
in order to a right celebration of the Lord’s 
Supper, that it should be held in common by 
the mixed society of Christians constituting a 
church, and that private communions cannot be 
regarded as constituting the Lord’s Supper. 

This opinion, however, has been justly re- 
jected by many theologians—e. g., by Doeder- 
lein. ‘The following reasons have been urged 
against it—viz., 

(a) It is doubtless true that in the apostolic 
church the Lord’s Supper was commonly and 
regularly celebrated in the public assemblies of 
Christians; 1 Cor. xi. 20—34. And this must 
always remain the rule, from which there can 
be no exception in respect to those Christians 
who are able to attend the public meetings, but 
who refuse so to do, either from pride or self- 
will. There may, however, be an exception 
made in behalf of Christians who are neces- 
sarily detained from attending on the public or- 
dinances of divine service—e. g., in the case 
of sick persons. And it would be, as Morus 
well remarks, inconsistent with the rule of 
love, which is one of the chief commands of 
Christ, if sick persons should be prevented from 
partaking of the Lord’s Supper in their own 
houses. 

(b) A publie place cannot be made essential to 
the proper observance of the Lord’s Supper, for 
it was held at its first institution in a private 
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nouse; nor is the number of Christians present 
at all important, since it was first celebrated 
only by 2 select few of the five hundred disei- 
pies of Christ then living; but everything de- 
pends upon the feelings and character of the 
communicants. The Christian who in this act 
commemorates the death of Jesus, professes his 
relation to the church, and forms pious resolves 
and purposes—he truly celebrates the Lord’s 
Supper whether he performs this act in public 
or private. 

(c) Even ina private dwelling a profession 
may be made, by this act of faith in the death 
of Christ, before the teacher and others present, 
1 Cor. xi.; and persons not present still learn 
that such a profession has been made. This 
object of the Lord’s Supper is therefore attained 
even by the private celebration of it. There 
was a regulation among the Bohemian brethren 
in the fifteenth century, (about the year 1461,) 
that when a sick person desired the Lord’s 
Supper, other members of the church should 
partake of it with him, zn order that it might be 
a true communion—an example which is worthy 
of imitation! And even among us this might 
be done without great notoriety, by admitting 
the near relations, acquaintances, or friends of 
the sick person, or those occupying the same 
nouge; and they, too, might perhaps receive a 
salutary impression from such a celebration of 
this ordinance. The assertion of Less, that pri- 
vate communions were unheard of in earlier 
Christian antiquity, is not true. Justin the 
Martyr says (Apol. 2), ‘that the deacons first 
distributed bread and wine to those present, and 
then carried it to the absent.” 


Ill. Unessential Rites in the Administration of 
the Supper. 


It is important that the Lord’s Supper, so far 
as it is an external rzte, should be so adminis- 
tered as to distinguish it from common and or- 
dinary repasts, as a special festival in comme- 
moration of Christ. ‘This is called by Paul, 2 
Cor. xi. 19, Scaxpivery 7d cama tov Kupiov. ‘This 
may indeed be done without any external cere- 
monies; and it cannot therefore be said that 
such external rites and usages are essential to 
the ordinance. Still it is wise, and adapted to 
promote the ends for which the Supper was in- 
stituted, to employ such external solemnities as 
will remind the communicants of the great ob- 
ject of this festival, and give it an obvious and 
marked distinction from other meals. Here, 
however, caution must be used, lest supersti- 
tion should be encouraged by the introduction 
of these ceremonies, and they thould be sup- 
posed to possess some special power. 

Christ distinguished this ordinance from the 
passover, which immediately preceded, by of- 
fering up a prayer of thanks, (evzapusrjcas, or 
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etroyjoas,) which was probably one of the brief 
thanksgivings common among the Jews, as 
neither of the evangelists have thought neces- 
sary to record the words. He then stated briefly 
the object of this ordinance. In both of these 
particulars, the example of Christ is properly 
followed in the administration of the Supper. 
It is customary to offer thanks to God, briefly 
to state the object of this ordinance, and thus 
solemnly set apart the bread and wine to this 
sacred use. Wide 1 Cor. x. 16, worzpuoy etA0- 
yias, 6 etroyotuer—i. e., the wine in the cup, 
which we consecrate to this use by the prayer 
of thanks. It is also said elsewhere respecting 
those who thank God for the enjoyment of other 
food, that they partake of it wer’ evaroyras, 1 
Tim. iv. 5; Luke, ix. 16. 

This solemn opening of the Supper with 
prayer and reference to the command of Jesus, 
is called consecration, and is proper and accord- 
ing to the will of Christ. Consecration, there- 
fore, in the Lord’s Supper, consists properly in 
a solemn reference to the object of the Supper, 
and in the devout prayer accompanying this, 
and not in the repetition of the words, this 7s 
my body and this is my blood. These words are 
uttered merely in order to make the nature and 
object of the ordinanee then to be celebrated 
properly understood; so our symbolical books 
uniformly teach. Hence these words were fre- 
quently repeated by Christ during the celebra- 
tion of the ordinanee, and were used alternately 
with other expressions. This consecration is 
not to be supposed to possess any magical or 
Nothing like this was at- 
tributed to this rite by the older church fathers, 
who used consecrare as synonymous with aya- 
Cew and sanetificare, to set apart from a common, 
and consecrate to a sacred use. By degrees, how- 
ever, a magical effect was attributed to conse- 
cration, and it was supposed to possess a pecu- 
liar power. This was the ease even with Au- 
gustine. And when afterwards the doctrine 
of transubstantiation prevailed in the Romish 
church, it was supposed that the change in the 
elements was effected by pronouncing over them 
the blessing, and especially the words of Christ, 
this ts my body, &c. 

Besides this, there are various other contin- 
gent and arbitrary usages, some of which are 
good, and adapted to promote the ends of this 
ordinance, and others are extiemely liable to 
become perverted into means of superstition. 
More full information on this point may be ob- 
tained from Christian Antiquities. Many of 
the rites introduced by the Romish chureh have 
been retained in the Lutheran church, such as 
the singing of the words of consecration, the 
marking of the bread and wine with the cross, 
the holding a-cloth beneath, &c. These and 
other usages originated for the most part in the 
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dcctrine of transubstantiation, and the extrava- 
gant opinions respecting the external holiness 
of the symbols resulting from this doctrine. 
They admit, however, of a good explanation; 
and where they are customary, and must be re- 
tained, they ought to be so explained by the 
religious teacher. Marking with the cross, e. 
g-, should remind us that this ordinance is held 
in commemoration of Christ crucified, &c. 


SECTION CXLY. 


OF THE USES AND THE EFFICACY OF THE LORD’S 
SUPPER; AND INFERENCES FROM THESE, 


We must here presuppose much of what was 
said, s. 140, respecting baptism. The uses and 
efficacy of the Lord’s Supper, as of baptism, are 
twofold—viz., eaternal and internal, and may 
be easily deduced from the design of this ordi- 
nance, as stated s. 143. 


I. External Uses and Efficacy. 


By celebrating the Lord’s Supper, a person 
publicly professes himself to be a member of 
the external Christian church, and as such re- 
ceives and holds all the rights belonging to 
Christians, to the enjoyment of which he is in- 
troduced by baptism. For Christ enjoined this 
sacred duty only upon his followers. Every 
one, therefore, who partakes of the Lord’s 
Supper, by so doing professes that he is a real 
member of the external church, that he believes 
in Christ, and yields him reverence. Hence 
Paul says, 1 Cor. x. 16, that bread and wine 
are xowearia aimatos xal cduatos Xpiorov. Paul 
here, and in this whole passage, teaches that 
the symbols (bread and wine) stand in the most 
intimate connexion with the body of Christ 
slain on the cross for our sins, and are the 
means by which we become partakers of the 
benefits of this death, and testify our interest 
in them. 'The meaning is, Whoever celebrates 
the Lord’s Supper becomes partaker of the body 

-and blood of Christ, and professes the same; 
or, By this ordinance he gives it to be under- 
stood that he believes in Christ, and especially 
that he believes that Christ offered up his body 
and shed his blood for him; and he thus be- 
comes partaker of the benefits of this sacrifice. 
The terms xovvavoi Svovasrypiov, spoken of those 
offering sacrifice, ver. 18 of the same chapter ; 
also xowwvor Samorycay, ver. 20, are used in the 
same way, and are explained ver. 21, by the 
phrase peréyevy zpanétns Kupiov xat Saujeovean. 
The opposite of this is seen ver. 14, flee idol- 
atry,”” have no fellowship with idolaters! and 
ver. 17, “‘ while we all eat of one and the same 
bread, (a portion of which is broken for each,) 
we profess to be all members of one body”—i. 
e., of one church. The same is taught by the 
passage 1 Cor. xi. 26, ‘for as often as ye par- 
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take of the Lord’s Supper, roy Sdvaroyv Kupiow 
xatayyéanets,” i. €., you thus profess your 
selves to be of the number of those who believe 
that Christ died for the salvation of man. 


IL. Internal Uses and Efficacy. 


(1) With regard to the effects of the Lord's 
Supper, as well as of baptism, there were vari- 
ous mistakes, even among the earlier fathers. 
Vide s. 140, I]. The opinion is very ancient, 
that the holy spirit so unites himself with the 
symbols when they are consecrated, that they are 
transmuted (uetacrouysrovogar, trans-elementari,) 
into an entirely different element, become the 
body and blood of Christ, and possess a power 
and efficacy which cannot be expected from mere 
bread and wine. These thoughts occur even 
in the Apostolic Constitutions, in Ireneus, Cyril 
of Jerusalem, Basilius the Great, Ambrosius, 
and others. It was on this account that the 
invocation (éxtxayou) of the Holy Spirit was 
introduced in many places before the holding of 
the Supper. Vide Morus, p. 202, n. 2,6. They 
say also that the bread and wine, through the in- 
vocation of the name of Christ, and by the power 
of the same, are sanctified, so that they no more 
continue what they were, but receive a special 
spiritual and divinegpower. So say, e. g., Theo- 
dotus, (as quoted by Clemens of Alexandria,) 
Tertullian, and others. Hence we often find in 
the ancient liturgies, both oriental and occi- 
dental, frequent invocations of the Holy Spirit 
of God and of Christ, in which they were en- 
treated to unite themselves with the bread and 
wine, and to communicate to them this power. 

At a very early period, therefore, a kind of 
magical and miraculous effect was ascribed to 
this ordinance, and it was supposed that as an 
external act it has a mechanical agency, not 
only upon the soul for the remission of guilt and 
punishment, but also upon the body. It is very 
often said by some of the fathers after the fourth 
century, in conformity with this latter opinion, 
that this sacrament has power to heal the sick, 
to secure one against magical arts and the as- 
saults of the devil, and even to effect the salva- 
tion of the souls of those who are dead. Hence 
originated the misse pro defwnelis, and innu: 
merable other superstitious opinions and prac- 
tices, which fruitfully multiplied, especially in 
the Western church, during the dark ages, and 
which were then brought by the schoolmen into 
a formal system. 

(2) This magical or mechanical efficacy is 
never ascribed in the New Testament to the 
Lord’s Supper. The opinion that man obtains 
faith, remission of sin, and new spiritual power, 
merely by the external celebration of this ordi- 
nance, as an opus operatum, and by an external 
participation in the sacramental symbols, with- 
out being himself active in repentance and faith, 
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receives no countenance from the sacred writers. 
The same is true respecting baptism and the 
other means of grace. The efficacy of the Lord’s 
Supper upon the human heart stands in intimate 
connexion with the divine word, and with the 
power inherent in the truths of the Christian 
doctrine. Without the knowledge and the pro- 
per use of the word of God, this ordinance, in 
itself considered, and as an external rite, has no 
efficacy. And so the effect which the Lord’s 
Supper has upon the human heart is not ma- 
gical, miraculous, and irresistible, but in ac- 
cordance with our moral nature; exactly as we 
have represented it to be with baptism, s. 140, 
coll. Art. xii. s. 133. 

It is therefore truly said that the Holy Spirit 
acts upon the hearts of men through the Supper, 
or through the bread and wine, and that he by 
this means produces faith and pious dispositions. 
But he produces this effect through the word, 
or through the truths of Christianity exhibited 
before us and presented to us in this ordinance. 
The effect of the Lord’s Supper is, therefore, an 
an effect which is produced by God and Christ, 
through his word, or the truths of his doctrine, 
and the use of the same. In the sacrament of the 
Supper the most important truths of Christian- 
ity, which we commonly onlg hear or read, are 
visibly set before us, made cognizable to the 
senses, and exhibited in such a way as power- 
fully to move the feelings, and make an indeli- 
ble impression on the memory. Hence this sa- 
srament is justly called verbum Dez visiBine. 
Some of the most weighty doctrines of religion 
which are commonly taught us by audible words, 
through the outward ear, are here inculcated by 
external visible signs and actions. 

Among the doctrines more especially exhi- 
bited in the Lord’s Supper is the doctrine of the 
redemption of man by the death of Christ, and 
the universal love of God shining forth from this 
event, (Romans, viii. 32; John, iii. 16,) and all 
the duties both to Christ and our fellow-men 
which result from it. The contemplation and 
application of these important truths, to which 
we are excited by the Lord’s Supper, awaken in 
the hearts of pious Christians the deepest love 
and gratitude to God and Christ, and a readiness 
to comply cordially with their requirements. 
And it is only when we possess this disposition 
and this temper of mind that we are truly sus- 
ceptible of the influences of divine grace through 
the word, s. 130, 131; it is then only that we 
can expect to enjoy that special presence and 
aid of Christ which he has promised at his Sup- 
per. Vide s. 143, ad finem. ‘These are the 
things which, according to the scriptures, are 
essential to the proper efficacy of the Lord’s Sup- 
per; and we need not trouble ourselves with in- 
quiries respecting the manner of the presence of 
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Hence it appears that the internal ¢% zacy of the 
Lord’s Supper, or of the word of God through the 
Supper, is twofold. 

First. This ordinance is the means of exciting 
and strengthening the faith of one who worthily 
celebrates it, so far as he refers to the divine 
promises, and stands firm in the conviction of 
their certain fulfilment. Vides. 123. For we 
are reminded by this ordinance, 

(a) Of the death of Christ. He instituted this 
ordinance on the day of his death, and the break- 
ing of the bread and pouring out of the wine 
represent the violence done to his body and the 
shedding of his blood. Vide s. 144, 1.1. 

(b) Of the causes and the salutary results of 
his death—the founding of a new dispensation, 
the forgiveness of sins, and our title to everlast- 
ing happiness. Vide Heb. viii. 6, seq. 

(c) Of the special guidance and assistance 
which Christ has promised to his disciples until 
the end of the world. Vides. 143, ad finem. 

(d) Any one who from the heart believes these 
great truths of Christianity, obtains in the Lord’s 
Supper the personal appropriation of these be- 
nefits procured through Christ’s death—i. e., he 
receives in the Lord’s Supper the most solemn 
assurance and pledge that Christ shed his blood 
for him and on his account, and that he therefor. 
may participate in all the salutary results of ht. 
death. 

This is the xowarvia atuaros and oduaros 
Xpeorov, 1 Cor. x. 16, or the spiritual enjoyment 
of the body and blood of Christ. It should be as 
certain to us as that we see the bread and wine, 
that Christ died for us, and that he still cares for 
us, as he did formerly for his disciples while he 
was upon the earth, and still promotes our 
eternal welfare. This is the true inward enjoy- 
ment which may be experienced at the table of 
the Lord. 

Seconpty. In this way does this ordinance 
contribute to maintain and promote piety among 
believers. The contemplation of the death of 
Christ, of its causes, and the great and beneficial 
results which flow from it, fills our hearts with 
gratitude and love to God and Christ, and makes 
us disposed and ready to obey his precepts. In 
this frame we are prepared to enjoy those divine 
influences upon our hearts, and that assistance 
of Christ, which it is promised we shall enjoy 
at the Lord’s Supper. 

Again; Christ inculeates the love of God and 
the love of our neighbour as the two great pres 
cepts of his doctrine. Of both these duties we 
are reminded by this sacred rite, and derive from 
it new motives to perform them. All Christians 


_ without distinction are required to participate in 


this rite—high and low, rich and poor, to eat in 
common of one bread and drink of one cup. Ag 
followers of Jesus they are all brethren, and 
all equal, and mutually bound to live in peace, 
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friendship, and brotherly love. All share equally 
in the rights which Christ purchased for them. 
Christ is the Lord and Master of them all, and 
3s the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever. Cf. 
1 Cor. x. 17; xii. 13, «« For whether we be Jews 
or Greeks, bond or free, we are all baptized into 
one body, and made to drink into one spirit (é7o- 
tissnuev)”’—i. e., we partake of one festival, so 
that we compose but one church (eis fy oda), 
and are mutually obligated to cherish the most 
cordial brotherly love and harmony of feeling, 
tv éve nveiuatos. Cf. 1 Cor. vi. 17; Ephes. iv. 
3,4. It was one object even of the Mosaic sa- 
crificial feasts to bind more strongly the band 
of friendship and brotherly love among the Is- 
raelites. But here we have xpecrroves imaryyeniae. 
Vide s. 143, I. 3. 

From these remarks respecting the object and 
efficacy of the Lord’s Supper, several important 
practical consequenees may be derived. 

(1) Whoever partakes of the Lord’s Supper 
takes upon himself the sacred obligation to live 
in all respects conformably to the rule given in 
the gospel, and there made the condition of en- 
joying the salutary consequences of the atoning 
death of Jesus. Theologians therefore say that 
in enjoying the Lord’s Supper a covenant is made 
with God, since man engages, on his side, to 
yield obedience to the divine precepts, and God, 
on his part, promises, assures, and actually im- 
parts to men his benefits; as it is in baptism, s. 
140, ad finem. 

(2) Since the uses and the effects of the Lord’s 
Supper are not magical, miraculous, or irresisti- 
ble, but entirely adapted to the moral nature of 
man, he only can derive the proper benefits from 
this rite who falls in with the moral order above 
mentioned. Therefore, 

(3) Whoever devoutly contemplates the great 
truths of salvation represented and made present 
to us in the Lord’s Supper, and suffers himself 
to be excited by these means to feelings of lively 
gratitude to God, to diligence in the pursuit of 

“holiness, and to a truly Christian temper in all 
respects, he fulfils, on his part, the design of 
this rite. It follows from this, of course, that 
this festival in commemoration of the death of 
Christ can be properly celebrated only in the 
exercise of a grateful heart, and of pious rever- 
ence. 

But, on the other side, the communicant must 
endeavour to remove from his mind all supersti- 
tious fear and scrupulous anxiety about this ordi- 
nance. These fears are often cherished by the 
incautious expressions which religious teachers 
sometimes use; and even by theologians has this 
rite been called TReMeNDUM MysTERIUM. Re- 
verence and love for God do indeed go together ; 
and in this sense such representations are proper. 
But anxiety and s’avish fear are inconsistent 
with love, 1 John, iv. 19, p0Bos ovx étoruy &y 
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dyann. The celebration of this festival should 
rather be a cheerful occasion ; and it should pro- 
mote pious and thankful joy, since it brings to 
our mind an event so fraught with happy conse- 
quences for us. 

What Paul says on this subject, 1 Cor. xi. 
27—29, and 34, is very true, but often misunder- 
stood. He speaks here of the external conduct 
of the communicants, so far as it indicates his 
internal disposition or state of heart. Many of 
the Corinthians partook of the Lord’s Supper 
without thinking at all of its great object. hey 
did not regard it as a religious rite, but rather as 
a common meal, (ux Suaxpuvorres cSua Kupuov, 
ver. 29.) They permitted themselves those 
disorders and excesses in which many think it 
right to indulge at common meals,—quarrels, 
gluttony, drunkenness, &c.; ver. 17—22. This 
is called by Paul dvagiws éoSveww xad miverv—l. Co, 
indecore, in an unbecoming, improper manner, so 
as to shew by one’s conduct an irreligious dis 
position, an indifference with regard to this ims 
portant rite, and a contempt for it. Paul pro- 
nounces this to be in the highest degree wrong, 
and therefore deserving of punishment, tvoxos 
Eorae obmartos xa aluaros Kupiov, ver. 27—1. e., 
worthy of punishment on account of the body 
and blood of Christ undervalued by him; and 
ver. 29, (coll. ver. 34,) xpiwa aura ~odver xat 
mcvec, he draws upon himself divine judgments 
on account of his improper observance of this 
ordinance. 

(4) The observance of the Lord’s Supper does 
not require, therefore, in the pious Christian, any 
severe and anxious preparation ; he may partake 
of it at any time with advantage, as he may at 
any time die happily. And the unconverted man 
has no other exercises and preparations to go 
through than those which in general he must go 
through in order to his conversion, (uetavova. ) 
It is with reason, however, that Paul makes it 
the duty of every Christian carefully to examine 
his feelings and his conduct before approaching 
the table of Christ. 1 Cor. xi. 28, SoxipaSérw 
dvSpertos Eavrdr, xal otrws) i. e., after he has 
examined himself) éx tov dprov éogvérw: cf. ver. 
31. The meaning is, « Let him examine him- 
self, to see whether he approaches the Lord’s 
Supper with pious feelings, really designing te 
do what this action implies’’—viz., make a pro- 
fession of the death of Christ in the fullest sense 
of this term. 

Note.—Times for confession, or rather, for pre- 
paration for the Lord’s Supper, may and should 
be employed for the purpose of this personal 
self-examination. These occasions should also 
be improved for the purpose of shewing the 
evils which result from a thoughtless partaking 
of the sacramental Supper, according to 1 Cor. 
xi. It must not, however, be said that every 
unconverted man receives the Lord’s Supper to 
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his own eternal condemnation. This is not a 
scriptural doctrine. Vide 1 Cor. xi. 32. Nor 
does it belong to the teacher to exclude any one 
from this ordinance because he regards him as 
unconverted, even supposing him to have power 
so todo. Vides. 144, II. It is his duty, how- 
ever, to warn such a person, and represent to him 
his case, as Paul does, 1 Cor. xi. 

(5) How often should the Lord’s Supper be cele- 
breted2 Christ gave no definite precepts on this 
point, and this was very wise. Everything me- 
chanical, confined to a particular time or a parti- 
cular place, is contrary to the spirit of Chris- 
tianity. Christ has therefore left it for every 
Christian to determine, according to his con- 
scientious conviction and judgment, how often he 
will freely repeat this solemn observance. And 
thus in this respect also does this Christian ordi- 
nance differ from the passover and other religious 
ceremonies of the Israelites. Itis to be expected 
of every sincere Christian that, finding how salu- 
tary these communion seasons are in their influ- 
ence upon him, he will welcome their return, and 
wish them to be often repeated. But to the 
question, how often? no answer, from the nature 
of the case, can be given which will apply to 
every individual. In the early Christian church 
they were accustomed to celebrate the Lord’s 
Supper almost daily. But the too frequent repe- 
tition of this ordinance will be apt to produce 
coldness and indifference with regard to it. This 
perhaps had been the case in Corinth; ef. 1 Cor. 
xi. 20—30. The zeal with which this ordinance 
was first observed gradually abated, and for this 
reason, among others, that but few good fruits 
were seen to result from it. At the time of 
Chrysostom and Augustine, the observance of 
the Supper had become far less frequent. Be- 
tween the sixth and eighth centuries it was cus- 
tomary, especially in the Western church, for 
every Christian to commune at least three times 
during the year; and this was even established 
as a rule by many ecclesiastical councils. In 
the protestant church no laws have been passed 
on this subject; and this is as it should be. 


SECTION CXLVI. 


THE VARIOUS OPINIONS AND FORMS OF DOCTRINE 
RESPECTING THE PRESENCE OF THE BODY AND 
BLOOD OF CHRIST INTHE LORD’S SUPPER HISTO- 
RICALLY EXPLAINED 3 AND ALSO A CRITIQUE RE- 
SPECTING THEM. 


I. History of Opinions respecting the Presence of the 
Body and Blood of Christ in the Lord’s Supper. 


(1) Ir may be remarked, in general, that the 
opinions of the ancients on this subject, from the 
first establishment of the Christian church until 
the eighth century, were very diverse, After the 
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eighth century there were some controversies 
respecting the mode and manmer of this presence 
of Christ; and in the thirteenth century, one of 
the many theories on this subject was established 
as orthodox. The church fathers in the first 
centuries agreed on many points relating to this 
matter, and on other points differed, without, 
however, mutually casting upon each other the 
reproach of heterodoxy. 

The first germs of the Roman-catholic, the 
Lutheran, and the Calvinistic theories, are found 
already in their writings; but it was not until a 
later period that they were developed, and new 
consequences deduced from them. We cannot 
therefore conclude, when we meet with expres- 
sions in the ancient fathers which sound like 
those which are used in our own times, that they 
adopted the whole theory of one or the other mo- 
dern party. Their ideas are so vague, their ex- 
pressions so indefinite and unsettled, that each of 
the dissenting parties in modern times may fre- 
quently discover passages, even in the same 
father, which seem to favour its own particular 
theory. 

In the sixteenth century, when the catholies, 
Lutherans, and the reformed theologians were in 
controversy with each other on this point, each 
party collected passages from the fathers, in order 
to shew the antiquity of its own theory; thus 
Melancthon in opposition to icolampadius, and 
the latter against the former. In the seventeenth 
century, many controversial books passed back 
and forth between the learned Roman-catholic 
theologians of France and the reformed theolo- 
gians of France and the Netherlands, in which 
Nicole, Arnaud, and others, endeavoured to 
prove, on one side, the antiquity of the doctrine 
of transubstantiation; and Albertinus, Claude, 
Blondell, Laroque, and others, attempted, on the 
other side, to secure the authority of the ancients 
in behalf of the doctrine of the reformed church. 
Ernesti also, in his Antimuratorius, (Opus. 
Theol. p. 1, seq.,) has collected many passages 
from the ancients in behalf of the Lutheran the- 
ory, and in opposition to transubstantiation, &e. 
also in his « Brevis Repetitio et Assertio Sen- 
tentie Lutherane de Presentia Corporis et 
Sanguinis Christi in Sacra Ccena,’? (Opus. 
Theol. p. 135, seq.,) which is one of the most 
important modern works on the Lutheran side. 
It was called forth by Heumann’s « Proof that 
the Doctrine of the Reformed Church respect- 
ing the Lord’s Supper is correct and true ;” 
Eisleben, 1764. Itisa very easy matter, how- 
ever, for any one to find his own ideas express- 
ed in the vague and indefinite phraseology ot 
the fathers. ‘The testimony of the sacred writers 
in favour of the essential part of the doe. 
trine of the Lutheran church has been exhibited 
partly by Ernesti, and partly by Storr, in 
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very plain and lucid, though brief manner, in 
his * Doctrine Christiane pars Theoretica,”’ p 
305—3 18. 

(The later works of most value on this de- 
partment of historical theology are, Phil. Mar- 
ueinecke, Sanctorum Patrum de Presentia 
Christi in Ceena Domini, Sententia Triplex ; 
Heidelberg, 1811, 4to. Neander, Kirch. Ges- 
chichte, b. i. Abth. ii. s. 577—596; Abth. iii. 
s. 1084; b. ii. Abth. ii. s. 697—712; Abth. iii. 
s. 1394. Cf. Gieseler, b. i. s. 96; b. ii. s. 15, 
17. A full account of the literature of this doe- 
trine, in all periods, may be found in Hahn’s 
Lehrbuch, s. 570, ff.; also in Bretschneider’s 
Syst. Entw. s. 728, ff.—Tr.] 

(2) Sketch of the history of this doctrine from 
the second to the ninth century. 

(a) The fathers of the second century pro- 
ceeded on the principle, which is in itself true, 
that the Lord’s Supper must be considered as 
entirely different from an ordinary repast. Jus- 
tin the Martyr says, (Apol. i. 66,) ob xouwds 
pT0s, OvdE xowwoy zoua. They, however, enter- 
tained, even at that early period, many ideas 
respecting this ordinance which have no scrip- 
tural authority. Neither in the writings of the 
apostles, nor in the words of Christ, is there 
any trace of the opinion that a certain superna- 
tural and divine power is imparted, in a mira- 
culous and magical way, to the symbols, and 
that in this manner the Lord’s Supper exerts an 
agency upon men. But this opinion (which 
resembles that entertained by many respecting 
the water in baptism) is found very frequently 
in the writings of Justin, Ireneus, (iv. 34,) 
Clemens of Alexandria, and other fathers even 
of the second and third centuries; and it is entire- 
ly in accordance with the spirit and taste of that 
age, which beheld everywhere something ma- 
gical and mysterious, and could not be contented 
unless it found something surpassing compre- 
hension. In order to express their opinion that 
the bread and wine are changed by the divine 
power, or by the Holy Spirit, and thus obtain 
a new virtue and efficacy, totally different from 
that which naturally belongs to them, they used 
the terms weraBaarrcoSar, weraBoay, met anoppovo- 
Sat, meTactoryerovorar, METAOT OLYELWOLS, peta 
MOUnoLs. . 

Still they did not suppose any such change 
in the elements, that they cease to be bread and 
wine—i. e., they did not believe in transubstan- 
tiation, in the proper sense of the term; neither 
does the Grecian church, which employs these 
terms, especially weva8oaq, but still opposes the 
ductrine of the Romish church. Some of the 
fathers understood these terms in a perfectly 
just sense, and meant only to say that the 
bread and wine cease, by consecration, to be 
-ommon bread and wine. 

(b) Again; it was maintained that the Word 
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of God (Aéyos @zov) is added to the bread and 
wine thus ennobled and endowed with divine 
power. If by the Word of God is meant the 
Christian doctrine, it is very true that the effi- 
cacy of the Lord’s Supper is connected with it, 
and depends upon it. Vides. 145. So it was 
understood by many of the ancient fathers, 
e. g., Ireneus. But some of them understood 
by 6 Adyos, the divine nature of Christ. And 
from the fact that this Logos was united with 
the man Jesus and his human body, they were 
led to the idea, that after the same manner he 
is united with the bread and wine in the Lord’s 
Supper. And they endeavoured to illustrate 
this union of Christ with the sacramental bread 
and wine, from the union of the two natures in 
his person. 

In this comparison, which was made by Jus- 
tin the Martyr, we find the true origin of the 
doctrine concerning the real presence of the 
body and blood of Christ in the elements on his 
table. Vide Morus, p. 263,n. 4. According 
to this view, Christ is present in a supernatural 
way in the symbols, and in an entirely different 
manner from that in which, according to his 
promise, he is everywhere present with his 
disciples, until the end of the world. 

(c) After this period the idea became more 
and more current that communicants in partak- 
ing of the visible bread and wine also partake 
of the invisible body and blood of Christ. Hs- 
pecially did this idea prevail after the fourth 
century. Thus, e. g., Gregory of Nyssa affirms, 
‘‘that as the body of Christ, by his union with 
the Logos, was so changed and transformed as 
to become participator in his divine glory, so 
also the sacramental bread «fs cama cov @eov 
Aoyou petaztosivau.”” Chrysostom and Cyril of 
Jerusalem also say that we must believe the 
divine declaration, that we receive the body 
and blood of Christ in the sacramental elements, 
although this may seem to be opposed to the 
evidence of our senses, 

But although this doctrine seems to approach 
very nearly to transubstantiation, these fathers 
did not yet teach that there is any change of the 
elements by which they lose their own nature, 
and cease to be bread and wine; on the con- 
trary, they often taught in other passages that 
the elements retain their own natural properties, 
that when partaken of by us they become assi- 
milated to the nature of our bodies, that in the 
Supper we do not receive the natural body of 
Christ, but only the significant signs of it, that 
we ought not to stop short with the mere sign, 
but to turn our thoughts to that which is signi- 
fied and imparted by it. There are many pas- 
sages of this import in the writings of Origen 
of Augustine, Theodoret, and others. 

But in subsequent periods, the conceptions 
which prevailed on this subject, even in the 
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Grecian church, became more and more gross 
and sensual; as appears from the writings of 
John of Damascus in the eighth century, and 
others. Still the opinion that the consecrated 
bread and wine lose their substance was not re- 
ceived in the Greek church; nor is it known 
among them to the present day, although they 
employ the term weraSory to denote the change. 
Vide Kiesling, Hist. Concertationum Grecor. 
et Latinor. de Transubst.; Leip. 1754. 

(3) History of this doctrine from the ninth to 
the sixteenth century in the Western church. 

Itis known from Beda Venerabilis, that during 
the eighth century there were violent contests in 
the Western church respecting the manner of 
the presence of the body and blood of Christ in 
the Lord’s Supper, and on the question how 
the elements are changed. And even at that 
time they began to give various explanations 
of the passages found in the writings of the 
earlier Latin and Greek fathers on this subject. 
After the ninth century, the tone and taste 
which began to prevail made it certain that of 
different theories on any theological point, that 
which is the most gross and material would 
gain the predominance. 

It is no wonder, therefore, that the following 
opinion, first distinctly advocated by Paschasius 
Radbertus, a monk at Corvey, in the ninth cen- 
tury, should have received so general approba- 
tion—viz., “‘that after the consecration of the 
bread and wine nothing but their form remains, 
their substance being wholly changed, so that 
they are no longer bread and wine, but the body 
and blood of Christ. Their form continues, that 
no one may take offence at seeing Christians 
eating human flesh and blood.” 

This doctrine was not, indeed, current at that 
time, for it caused much commotion, and was 
strongly opposed by the monk Ratramnus, and 
John Scotus Erigena, and many others. They 

_ did not deny the presence of the body and blood 
of Christ; but they taught that this conversto or 
tmnuvutatio of the bread and wine is not of a car- 
nal but a spirztual nature; that these elements 
are not transmuted into the real body and blood 
of Christ, but are signs or symbcls of them. In 
many points they approximated to the opinion 
of the Reformed theologians. 

As yet the councils and popes had determined 
nothing on this subject. In the meanwhile the 
doctrine of Paschasius became more and more 
general during the tenth and eleventh centuries. 
When therefore Berengarius of Tours, in the 
eleventh century, attacked this doctrine, he was 
strongly resisted, and obliged to take back his 
opinion. He denied any transmutation of the 
elements; but maintained that the bread and 
wine are more than mere symbols, and that the 
bedy and blood of Christ are really present in 
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the Lord’s Supper. In short, he took a middle 
course between Paschasius and Scotus, and 
came very near, in the main points of his docs 
trine, to the Lutheran hypothesis. Vide Les- 
sing’s work, Berengarius von Tours; Braun- 
schweig, 1770, 4to. 

After the twelfth century the theory of Fas- 
chasius was further developed by the school- 
men, and carried out into its results. Even 
Peter of Lombardy, in the twelfth century, 
declared himself in behalf of this opinion, al- 
though he still speaks somewhat doubtfully 
respecting it. The inventor of the word iran- 
substantiatio is supposed to be Hildebert, Bishop 
of Mans, in the eleventh century. Before him, 
however, the phrase commutativ panis in sub- 
stantiam Christi had been used by Fulbert, 
Bishop of Chartres. This term became current 
in the twelfth century through the influence of * 
Peter of Blois. It was not, however, until the 
thirteenth century that this dogma became uni- 
versally prevalent in the Romish church. At 
the IV. Concilium Lateranense, 1215, under 
Pope Innocent III., it was established as the 
doctrine of the church, and confirmed by the 
Council at Trent, in the sixteenth century, in 
opposition to the protestants. According to this 
doctrine, this transmutation is produced by the 
sacerdotal consecration. Vide Calixtus, De Tran- 
substantiatione; Helmstadt, 1675. 

(4) Principal opinions respecting the manner 
of the presence of the body and blood of Christ 
in the sacramental elements, among the protestant 
theologians, since the Reformation. 

There were three forms of doctrine on this 
subject which for many centuries had prevailed 
in the Western church—viz., (a) the theory of 
transubstantiation, advanced by Paschasius Rad- 
bertus, which afterwards became the prevailing 
doctrine of the church; (0) the theory, that the 
bread and wine are merely symbols of the body 
and blood of Christ, advocated principally by 
Joh. Scotus Erigena; (c) a theory which takes 
a middle course between the other two, main- 
taining that the body and blood of Christ are 
actually present in the sacramental elements, 
but without any transmutation of their sub- 
stance; supported by Berengarius in the ele- 
venth century. These theories continued, though 
under various modifications, after the sixteenth 
century, and-were designated by the character- 
istic words, éransubstantiatio, figura, unio. The 
Greek church still adhered to its old word 
bevaBory. 

Both the German and Swiss reformers were 
agreed in rejecting the doctrine of transubstany 
tiation as wholly unfounded. In this too they 
were agreed, that the body and blood of Chris 
are really present in the sacramental elements, 
and are imparted to the communicant when ae 
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partakes of the bread and wine; since Christ is 
near to all whom he counts his own, imparts 
himself to them, counsels and guides them. 

But in explaining the manner of this presence 
they differed from each other. Luther had a 
great attachment to many of the scholastic 
opinions and distinctions, and at first entertain- 
ed a very high idea of clerical power and the 
pre-eminence of the priesthood. He therefore 
retained the doctrine of the schoolmen, de pre- 
sentia reali et substantial’, in such a way, how- 
ever, as to exclude transubstantiation. His 
doctrine at first was, that ‘sin, ztth, and under 
(in, cum, and sub, terms which he took from 
Bernhard) the consecrated bread and wine, the 
true and essential body and blood of Christ are 
imparted to the communicant, and are received 
by him, although in a manner inexplicable by 
us, and altogether mysterious.”’ He held, there- 
fore, that the body of Christ, which in its very 
essence is present in the sacred symbols, is. re- 
ceived by the communicant, not spirtlually 
merely, but (and here is the point of difference 
between him and the Swiss Reformers) realiter 
et substantialiter; so that both believing and 
unbelieving communicants partake of the real, 
substantial body and blood of Christ; the for- 
mer to their salvation, the latter to their con- 
demnation. The bread and wine are visibly 
and naturally received, the body and blood of 
Christ invisibly and supernaturally ; and this is 
the unio sacramentalis, such as takes place only 
in this sacrament. In one passage he explains 
this. wnio sacramentalis by the image of heated 
iron; and in employing this illustration, borders 
close upen the error of Consubstantiation. He 
says aiso that what the bread and wine do or 
suffer, the same is done or suffered by the body 
and blood of Christ—they are broken, distri- 
buted, poured out, &c. By degrees, however, 
he abandoned these views, and was content 
with affirming the real presence of the body and 
blood of Christ in the sacramental elements, 
and with an indefinite mandueatione oral. 

The doctrine of the Swiss theologians, on the 
contrary, as exhibited by Calvin, who in some 
respects modified the view of Zuingle, was this: 
«©The body and blood of Christ are not, as to 
their substance, present in the sacramental ele- 
ments, but only as ¢o power and effect; they are 
vere et efficaciter represented under the bread and 
wine; dari non substantiam corporis Christi in 
sacra cena, sed omnia qu in suo corpore nobis 
bencficia prestitit.”” Accordingly the body and 
blood of Christ are not present in space, and are 
not orally received by communicants, but spiri- 
tually, with a kind of manducatio spiritualis. 
Zuingle, however, maintained that the bread 
and wine are mere symbols of the body and 
blood of Christ, and seemed wholly to reject 
the idea of his real presence in these symbols. 
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Many of the Reformed theologians did not, 
therefore, at first assent to Calvin’s doctrine, 
and many, even subsequently, adhered to that 
of Zuingle. 

Calvin, then, designed to take a middle éourse 
between Luther and Zuingle. Luther appealed 
to the words in which this rite was instituted, 
especially to éozv. He referred also to the di- 
vine omnipotence, by which the body of Christ 
might be made substantially present in many 
places at once. Cf. Morus, p. 266, 8.8. This 
was wholly denied by the Swiss theologians, 
as being contradictory. They contended, also, 
that there is no occasion or use for this substan- 
tial presence and communication of the body 
and blood of Christ, since it cannot contribute 
to make one more virtuous, pious, or holy. 
With regard to gorc they remarked that, aecord- 
ing to common use, even in the New Testa- 
ment, it often means to signify, shew forth, 
(vide s. 1433) and the subject here requires 
that it should be so understood, since otherwise 
Christ is made to say what is untrue. 

Luther, however, adhered to his opinion, es- 
pecially after it became the subject of contro- 
versy. Melancthon was more calm and impar- 
tial, and wished to promote peace between the 
two parties. He therefore took the ground, es- 
pecially after Luther’s death, that it is better 
merely to affirm the presence and agency ot 
Christ in the sacred symbols, without attempt- 
ing minutely to define and limit the manner of 
this presence. He was not favourable either to 
the presentia corporalis Christi, or to the man- 
ducatio oralis, but only affirmed prasentiam re- 
alem e& efficacem Christi in sacra cana, He 
therefore chose a middle way between Luther 
and Zuingle, and very nearly agreed with Cal- 
vin, who also pursued this middle course. 

Many of the more moderate Lutheran theolo- 
gians agreed with Melancthon, and seemed with . 
him to incline to the side of Calvin. On the 
other hand, the zealots for the Lutheran theory 
insisted upon all the distinctions which Luther 
adopted, and even on some points went further 
than Luther himself. Butin the electorate of 
Saxony the party of Melancthon became more 
and more numerous, and after his death the 
dreadful Crypto-Calvinistic controversies and 
persecutions broke out, (a. D. 1571.) 

These and other controversies and disorders 
in the Lutheran church, and the necessity of 
doing something to establish the Lutheran form 
of doctrine, led to the adoption of the Formut: 
of Concord, in the year 1577, which was then 
made a standard of faith, and adopted as an au- 
thorized symbol. In this the most minute 
boundary lines are drawn between the theories 
of the Lutheran and the Reformed church, by 
applying the new distinctions introduced into 
the doctrine of the union of the two natures in 
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Christ, and the communicatio idiomatum. Vide 
a. 103, IL, and s. 104. The Lutheran theolo- 
gians of that period, especially Andrea, Chem- 
nitz, and their followers, endeavoured to shew, 
by the theory of the intimate union of the two 
natures in Christ, and the communicalio idioma- 
tum resulting from it, how Christ, as God-man, 
might be evetywhere present, even as to his 
bodily nature, and that therefore he might be 
present at the sacrament of the Supper, and 
might unite himself with the elements, and 
through them with the communicants, and thus 
act upon them. This doctrine was called ubz- 
quitatem corporis Christi, and the advocates of 
it were named contemptuously by their oppo- 
nents Ubiquiliste. The manner of the union of 
the body of Christ with the bread and wine was 
declared to be a mystery, (mystertwm wnionis 
sacramentalis.) And on this account the framers 
of the Furmula of Concord would not decide po- 
sitively of what nature itis, but only negatively, 
what it is not. Itis not a personal wnion, as it 
is explained to be by many of the older fathers, 
(vide No. 2,) nor is it consubstantiatio ; still less 
is it a union in which a change of the substance 
is effected, (transubstantiatio ;) nor is it a union 
in which the body and blood of Christ are in- 
cluded in the bread and wine, (¢mpanatio ;) but 
of an entirely different nature from any of these 
mentioned, and one which exists only in this sa- 
crament, and therefore called sacramentalis. Cf. 
Plank, Geschichte des Protestantischen Lehrbe- 
eriff’s bis zur Kinftihrung der Concordienformel. 

But these fine distinctions established in the 
Formula of Concord were never universally 
adopted in the Lutheran church. And espe- 
cially in those places where this formula had 
no symbolic authority were its subtleties re- 
jected. Many of the Lutheran theologians are 
more inclined to the moderate theory of Melanc- 
thon, or rather, have approximated towards it. 
Morus truly remarks (p. 268, n. A.) that the 
whole theory established in the Furmula of 
Concord respecting the omnipresence of the hu- 
man nature of Christ, from the union of natures 
in his person, is justo swbtilior. 


II. Critical Remarks on these different Hypotheses. 


(1) All the different theories here stated are 
attended with difficulties. Transubstantiation 
contradicts the testimony of our senses, and has 
no scriptural authority, since these symbols are 
ealled in the scriptures bread and wine, and are 
therefore supposed to have the substance of bread 
and wine. 

With regard to Luther’s theory, there is the 
difficulty above mentioned, that there appears to 
be no object or use in the substantial or corpo- 
real presence of Christ; though this objection 
in itself is by no means decisive, since there are 
many things whose utility we cannot under- 
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stand which are yet useful. But besrdes this, 
there are other objections to the Lutheran theory. 
If the substantial body and blood of Christ are 
present in the sacramental elements, and are 
received by the communicants, how, it might be 
asked, 

(a) Could Christ, at the institution of the 
Supper, give his real body to his disciples to be 
eaten by them, and his real blood to be drunken 
by them, while they saw this body before their 
eyes, and he, yet alive, sat with them at table? 

(b) How can the body of Christ be present. 
as to its very, substance, in more than one place 
at the same time? and what object is answered 
by such a supposition? The conclusions de- 
duced from the doctrine of the union of natures 
afford no satisfactory answer to these questions. 

(c) How can the theory of the substantial 
presence of the body and blood of Christ, and of 
their being eaten and drunken by communicants, 
be reconciled with the words in which this sup- 
per was instituted? For Christ did not speak 
of his body then living upon the earth, which 
they saw before their eyes, and of the blood 
flowing in it; still less of his glorified body in 
heaven, but of his body slain on the cross, (i7é¢ 
duay didouevov,) and of his blood there shed. 
(aiua éxyvvouevov.) If, therefore, the substan 
tial and corporeal presence of Christ were meant 
it must be the substance of that martyred body 
and of that perishable blood. But in this case 
we cannot understand how either of these can 
be still present, and imparted to communicants. 

Difficulties of this nature induced Melancthon, 
as has been before remarked, to modify the Lu- 
theran doctrine, and to adopt a theory less repul- 
sive. But the theory of Calvin, though it ap 
pears to be so easy and natural, is also attended 
with difficulties; for even he admits of the pre 
sence of the body and blood of Christ, only not 
as to their substance, but, according to his view, 
believers alone receive the body and blood of 
Christ. But as soon as I admit that the body 
of Christ is present to believers only, this cannot 
be reconciled with 1 Cor. xi. 27, 29, as the op» 
ponents of Calvin have always remarked. 

The better way, therefore, in exhibiting either 
the Lutheran or Calvinistie doctrine, is, to avoid 
these subtleties, and merely take the general 
position, /hkat Christ, as man and as the Son of 
God, may exert his agency, may aci whereve', 
and in whatever manner ke pleases. He therefore 
may exert his power at his table as well as elso~ 
where. This is perfectly scriptural, (vide s. 98 
and s. 143, ad linem;) and it is also the sense 
and spirit of the protestant theory. And this 
doctrine respecting the nearness of Christ, his 
assistance and strengthening influence, in his pre- 
sent exalted state, secures eminently that proper 
inward enjoyment which Lutheran and Reform- 
ed Christians, and even catholics, with all their 
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diversity of speculation on this point, may have 
alike in the Lord’s Supper. Christ, when he was 
about to leave the world, no more to be seen by 
his followers with the mortal eye, left them this 
Supper as a visible pledge of his presence, his 
protection, and love. 

(2) There are some theologians who think that 
the whole doctrine respecting the presence of 
Christ is destitute of proof, and is derived merely 
fron: the misunderstanding of the passage, 1 
Cor. xi., and from the false interpretation of it 
given by the fathers. Their hypotheses, it is 
said, have not been sufficiently examined, but 
have been too credulously admitted, and other 
theories have been built upon them, after they 
had been previously assumed as true. This opi- 
nion might be called the Pelagian theory ; not 
because it can be shewn that it was held by Pe- 
lagius himself, but because it has been usually 
adopted by those who are of the Pelagian way 
of thinking respecting the influences of grace. 
On this subject, vide Art. xii. They contend 
that in partaking of the Lord’s Supper we are 
merely reminded of Christ, especially of his body 
offered and his blood shed on our account. Ac- 
cording to this view, his body and his blood, 
while we thus commemorate his death, are pre- 
sent to our thoughts, in the same figurative way 
as the body of a deceased friend or benefactor 
may be present to our minds when we are think- 
ing of him. This view is contrary to the New 
Testament; for it comes to nothing more than a 
mere remembrance of Christ, and an assistance 
from him, improperly so called. Vides. 98. 

They go on to say that Paul, indeed, in 1 Cor. 
xi. 27, 29, uses the words oaua xa aiua Xprorov 
with reference to this ordinance; but that he does 
not affirm that the communicant eats the body or 
drinks the blood of Christ, but merely the bread 
and wine, ver. 28; and that although the ancient 
Christians sometimes spoke as if the body and 
blood of Christ were really received by commu- 
nicants, (as was very natural, in accordance with 
John, vi.,) yet the same is true here which was 
spoken by Cicero, (Nat. Deor. iii. 16,) Cum 
fruges CerereM, vinum Livenum dicimus, (pa- 
nem, corpus Christi, vinum, sanguinem Christi,) 
genere nos quidem sermonis wlimur usitato ; sed 
quem tam amentem esse putas, qut illud, quo vesca- 
tur, Dewm (corpus Christi) credat esse ? 

The difficulties in the way of this Pelagian 
theory, which leaves the Lord’s Supper a mere 
ceremony, are stated by Morus, p. 267, note 5. 
He shews very clearly that this theory is not in 
the spirit of the other Christian ordinances. Cf. 
Storr on this article, in his System. The attempts 
of many modern writers who have discussed this 
point (those, e. g., cited by Morus, p. 266, s. 7, 
in the note) come to the same thing; for to many 
of them the doctrine of the nearness of Christ 
and his assistance—i. e., of his uninterrupted 
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activity in behalf of his followers, is extremely 
repugnant, because they do not see how they 
ean reconcile it with their philosophical hypo- 
theses, which, however, are wholly baseless. 
But this doctrine is clearly taught in the holy 
scriptures, and is one of the fundamental truths 
of apostolical antiquity. 

(3) Many moderate protestant theologians are 
now of opinion that nothing was plainly and de- 
finitely settled by Jesus and the apostles respect- 
ing the manner of the presence of the body and 
blood of Christ in the sacramental elements, and 
that this doctrine cannot therefore be regarded as 
essential, but rather as problematical. Formerly 
this doctrine, relating merely to the manner of 
this presence, was regarded as a fundamental 
article of faith; hence each of the contending 
parties adhered zealously to its own theory, re- 
garding it as the only scriptural one, and looking 
upon all who thought differently as heretics. 
This was the cause of that unhappy and lasting 
division which took place in the sixteenth century 
between two churches whichyagreed on funda- 
mental doctrines, and which ought mutually to 
have tolerated their disagreement on this parti- 
cular point. So judged Melancthon, and disap- 
proved of the violent controversies of his age. 
Even in his learned writings he passed briefly 
over topics of this nature, and assigns as the 
reason of his not going more deeply into them, 
“ut a questionibus illis juventutem abducerem.” 

Speculations respecting the manner of the pre- 
sence of the body and blood of Christ have not 
the least influence upon the nature or the efficacy 
of the Lord’s Supper. What the Christian needs 
to know is, the object and the uses of this rite, 
and to act accordingly. Vide s.145. He must 
therefore believe from the heart that Christ died 
for him ; that now in his exalted state he is still 
active in providing for his welfare ; and that hence 
it becomes him to approach the Lord’s table with 
feelings of the deepest reverence and most grate- 
ful love to God and to Christ. Upon this every- 
thing depends, and this makes the ordinance 
truly edifying and comforting in its influence. 
These benefits may be derived from this ordi- 
nance by all Christians; and to all who have 
true faith, or who allow this ordinance to have 
its proper effect in awakening attention to the 
great truths which it exhibits, it is a powerful, 
divinely-appointed means of grace, whatever 
theory respecting it they may adopt,—the Lu- 
theran, Calvinistic, or even the Roman-catholic 
transubstantiation, gross as this error is. 

It is obvious, then, that all subtle speculation 
respecting the manner of the presence of the body 
and blood of Christ should have no place in po- 
pular instruction, but should be confined to 
learned and scientific theology. In the present 
state of things, however, these disputed points 
cannot be wholly omitted in public teaching 
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But the wise teacher will skilfully shew that he 
does not regard these as the principal points in 
this doctrine, according to the views just given; 
in such a way, however, that even the weak will 
not be offended. It will be best for teachers, in 
the practical exhibition of the theory of the Lu- 
theran and Reformed churches, to proceed on the 
principle before laid down—viz., * that Christ, 
in his present state of exaltation, as God and man, 
can exert his power when and where he pleases ; 
and that, as he has promised to grant his presence, 
his gracious nearness and assistance to his true 
followers till the end of the world, they may 
rejoice in the belief that it will be especially 
vouchsafed to them during this solemn festival 
in commemoration of him.” This principle is 
wholly scriptural. 


ARTICLE XV. 


ON DEATH, AND THE CONTINUANCE AND DES- 
TINY OF MEN AFTER DEATH; OR THE DOC- 
TRINE RESPECTING THE LAST THINGS. 


SECTION CXLVII. 


OF DEATH. 


I. Different Descriptions and Names of Death. 


(1) No logical definition of death has been 
generally agreed upon. This point was much 
contested in the seventeenth century by the Car- 
tesian and other theologians and philosophers. 
Since death can be regarded in various points of 
view, the descriptions of it must necessarily vary. 
If we consider the state of a dead man, as it 
strikes the senses, death is the cessation of natural 
life. If we consider the cause of death, we may 
place it in that permanent and entire cessation 
of the feeling and motion of the body which re- 
sults from the destruction of the body. Among 
theologians, death is commonly said to consist 
in the separation of soul and body, implying that 
the soul still exists when the body perishes. 
Among the ecclesiastical fathers, Tertullian (De 
Anima, ¢c. 27) gives this definition: Mors—dis- 
junctio corporis animzxque ; vita—conjunctio cor- 
poris animeque. Cicero (Tusc.i.) defines death, 
discessus animi a corpore. The passage, Heb. 
iv. 12, is sometimes cited on this subject, but 
has nothing to do with it. Death does not con- 
sist in this separation, but this separation is the 
consequence of death. As soon as the body 
loses feeling and motion, it is henceforth uses 
less to the soul, which is therefore separated 
from it. 

(2) Scriptural representations, names, and 
modes of speech respecting de?‘*, 


CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY. 


(a) One of the most common in the Old Tes 
tament is, to return to the dust, or to the earth. 
Hence the phrase, the dust of death. It is 
founded on the description, Gen. ii. 7, and iii. 
19, and has been explained in s. 52,75. ‘The 
phraseology denotes the dissolution and destruc- 
tion of the body. Hence the sentiment in Eccles. 
xii. 7, “¢ The body returns to the earth, the spirit 
to God.” j 

(6) A withdrawing exhalation, or removal of 
the breath of life, Vide Ps. civ. 29. Hence 
the common terms, apyxe, napédwxe TO avEevUo, 
reddidit animam, é£&énvevoev, exspiravit, &e. 

(c) A removal from the body, a being absent 
from the body, a departure from it, &c. This 
description is founded on the comparison of the 
body with a tent or lodgment in which the soul 
dwells during this life. Death destroys this tent 
or house, and commands us to travel on. Vide 
Job, iv. 21; Is. xxxviii. 12; Ps. lii. 7, where see 
my Notes. Whence Paul says, 2 Cor. v. 1, the 
Extuyevos 7mLcov oixia cov oxnvovs will be de- 
stroyed; and Peter calls death axo3eous tov 
oxnvouaros, 2 Pet. i. 13, 14. Classical writers 
speak of the soul in the same manner, aS xavao- 
xnvowv év 7a oouate. They call the body oxjvos. 
So Hippocrates and Auschines. 2 Cor. v. 8, 9, 
éxOnujoas ix TOV oduaTtos. 

(d) Paul likewise uses the term éxdtecSou in 
reference to death, 2 Cor. vy. 3,4; because the 
body is represented as the garment of the soul, 
as Plato calls it. The soul, therefore, as long 
as it is in the body, is clothed; and as soon as 
it is disembodied, is naked. 

(e) The terms which denote sieep are applied 
frequently in the Bible, as everywhere else, to 
death... Ps. Ixxvi. 7; Jer. li. 39; John, xi. 13, 
et seq. Nor is this language used exclusively 
for the death of the pious, as some pretend, 
though this is its prevailing use. Homer calls 
sleep and death twin brothers, Iliad, xvi. 672. 
The terms also whith signify to lie down, te 
rest, (€. g, 320, occumbere,) also denote death. 

(f) Death is frequently compared with and 
named from a departure, a going away. Hence 
the verba ewndi, abeundi, discedendi, signify, to 
die; Job, x. 21; Ps. xxxix.4. The case is the 
same with taayo and xopevouos in the New 
Testament, Matt. xxvi. 24, and even among 
the classics. In this connexion we may men- 
tion the terms dvaavety and dvaavors, Phil. i. 
23; 2 Tim. iv. 6, which do not mean dissolution, 
but discessus. Cf. Luke. xii. 36. Vide Wet- 
stein on Phil. 1. 

Note.—We have before remarked, in the Ar- 
ticle respecting Sin, that death, when personi- 
fied, is described as a ruler and tyrant, having 
vast power and a great kingdom, over which 
he reigns. But the ancients also represented it 
under some figures, which are not common 
among us. We represent it asa man with a 
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acythe, or as a skeleton, &c.; but the Jews 
before the exile frequently represented death as 
a hunter, who lays snares for men; Ps. xviii. 
5,6; xci. 3, After the exile they represented 
him as a man, or sometimes as an angel, (the 
angel of death,) with a cup of poison, which he 
reaches to men. From this representation ap- 
pears to have arisen the phrase, which occurs 
in the New Testament, ¢o taste death, Matt. xvi. 
28; Heb. ii. 9; which, however, in common 
speech, signifies merely to dée, without remind- 
ing one of the origin of the phrase. The case 
is the same with the phrase fo see death, Ps. 
Ixxxix. 49; Luke, ii. 26. 


Il. Scriptural senses of the words “death” and «to 
die;” and the Theological distinctions to which 
they have given rise. 


(1) Death frequently denotes the end or the 
destruction of everything. It is therefore applied 
to countries and cities which perish. The inha- 
bitants of them are compared with dead men. 
The restoration of them is compared with resur- 
rection from the dead. So Isaiah, xxvi. 19, 20; 
Ezek. iil. 7, seq. 

(2) Hence arise the figurative modes of 
speech, to be dead to anything, as to the law, to 
sin, &c.; Gal. ii. 19; Rom. vi. 2, 5, &c. 

(3) But this term is used with great frequency 
in a moral sense—e. g., to be dead to all good- 
ness, to be dead to sin—i. e., to be disqualified 
for all goodness by the sin reigning within us, 
Ephes. ti. 1,5; v. 14. Likewise the opposite, 
to live, to be alive for goodness—i. e., to be active 
in virtue and capable of performing it. (Mors 
et vita spiritualis et moralis.) 

(4) Death is conceived to be the substance 
and sum of all misery; and the punishment of 
death as the severest punishment. Accordingly, 
death denotes (a) every unhappy condition in 
which human beings are placed, as to body and 
soul. The opposite, life, denotes welfare, prospe- 
rity, Ezek. xviii. 32; xxxiii. 11; Rom. vii. 10, 13. 
(b) Punishments, as the unhappy consequences 
of the transgreSsion of the law. In this sense, 
xi is frequently used in Syriac and Chaldee, 
and death in the New Testament; Rom. i. 32; 
1 John, iii. 14; James, v. 20. (c) The Jews 
called the punishments of the lost in hell the 
second death—i. e., the death of the soul, which 
follows that of the body. ‘Traces of this use 
are found in Philo, in the Chaldaic paraphrases 
of the Old Testament, and very frequently among 
the Rabbins. In this sense is 6 Sevrepos Savaros 
used in Rev. ii. 11; xx. 6, 14; xxi. 8. Vide 
Wetstein on Rev. ii. So, too, dreSpos, atancva, 
Ke TR 

From these various senses of the word death 
theologians have taken occasion to introduce the 
Aivision of death into femporal or bodily, spiri- 
tual, (by which is meant a state of sin and in- 
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capacity for virtue,) and eternal, (the punish- 
ments of eternity.) The latter is what is other. 
wise called the second death, mors secunda, cujua 
nulla est finis, as Augustine remarks. Vide, s. 
79, No.2, The Bible, toc gives the name of 
death (mors spiritualis) to the state of sin, inas- 
much as it is (a) an unhappy state, and (b) a 
state which incapacitates sinners for all good- 
ness. Hence sinners are said, Ephes. ii. 53 
Col. ii. 13, to be vexpot év mapanrduace, partly 
because they are unhappy in consequence of 
sin, (vide the opposite,) and partly because 
they are dead to all goodness, or are incapaci- 
tated for it. Hence, too, those sinners who are 
secure, ignorant, and regardless of the misery 
and danger of their situation, are said to sleep 
or to dream, Jude, ver. 8, (évurtveat omevos.) 


Ili. The Universality or Unavoidableness of Death ; 
also a Consideration of the Question, whether 
Death is the Punishment of Sin, and how far it 
ts 80. 


(1) Death is wnéversal and inevitable. None 
in the present state are excepted. This is the 
uniform declaration of scripture. Ps. xlix. 
8—12; Ixxxix. 49; Rom. v. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 22; 
Heb. ix. 27. Christ himself was not excepted 
from this general lot of mortality, (though he 
submitted to it of his own accord,) John, x. 17, 
18; since Paul declares, Heb. ii. 14, seq., that 
he became man, that he might be able to die for 
our good. 

Some exceptions to this general lot are men- 
tioned in scripture. (a) In ancient times, 
Enoch, of whom it was said, Gen. v. 24, that 
God took him, because he Jed a pious life. Some 
of the fathers incorrectly understood this pas- 
sage to mean, that he died. Cf. Heb. xi. 5. 
Elias is another exception, 2 Kings, ii. 11. Si- 
milar narratives are found among the Greeks 
and Romans, from which we learn that it was 
a common notion among the ancient people that 
men who were especially beloved by the Deity 
were removed from earth to heaven alive, or 
after their death. (0) In future times. Those 
who are alive at the day of judgment, according 
to Paul, 1 Cor. xv. 51, coll. 1 Thess. iv. 15, 
shall not die, (xorundjoovr ac, ) but shall be 
changed (aarayhoovrar)—i. e., their body, with- 
out previous dissolution, (death,) shall be ene 
nobled by a simple renovation or change; since 
this mortal body is incapable of the enjoyment 
of heavenly blessedness; ver. 50, 53, 54, coll. 
2 Cor. v. 2—4, inevdioacdae oar nprov && opavod, 
(to be clothed.) 

(2) The mortality of the human body is ex- 
pressly derived in the record of Moses, Gen. it. 
17, also chap. iii., from the taste of the forbid 
den fruit, or of the poisonous tree. It was by 
this means that our first parents themselves hee 
came mortal, and thus propagated their disor 
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dered and dying bodies to all their posterity. 
Vide s. 74, 75, 78. The universality and un- 
avoidableness of death is therefore, according 
to the scriptures, the result and consequence of 
the transgression of the first parents of the hu- 
man race. And so, in all cases, the Bible de- 
rives death from the sin of the first man. Rom. 
v. 12, «Through one man came sin into the 
world, and death by sin, and so death became 
universal among men, (es maytag drSpuztovs 
Sunade.)”? 1 Cor. xv. 21. 

Here the question is thrown out, whether the 
death of the posterity of Adam is to be regarded 
as the punishment of his sin? To this the an- 
swer commonly given by theologians is, that 
with regard to the wicked, death is to be re- 
garded in the light of a punishment, but not with 
regard to the pious, but that to them, on the 
contrary, it is abenefit. Since as the latter are, 
by means of death, translated into a more happy 
condition, it must be looked upon as a benefit 
as far as they are concerned; and so the scrip- 
ture represents it. Vides. 148. Still (a) death 
does not cease to be a great evil, im itself consi- 
dered, to the whole human race, and even to the 
pious. Hence Paul denominates it 6 éySpos, 1 
Cor. xv. 263 and considers it one of the cala- 
mities befalling our race, with regard to which 
even the pious man cannot be indifferent. He 
says expressly, 2 Cor. v. 4, that even to the 
Christian it is no pleasant thing to be wnclothed 
—i.e., stripped of his body by death; but that 
he would rather be clothed wpon—i. e., be in- 
vested with his heavenly body immediately, 
without the intervention of death. (b) When 
it is said that death, in the posterity of Adam, 
is the punishment which they must undergo on 
account of his transgression, the term punish- 
ment is used in that general sense in which it 
is employed in common life, and often in the 
scriptures. But if it be taken in the strict phi- 
losophical sense, (in which punishment always 
presupposes personal cuilt,) death can be proper- 
ly called the punishment of sin only in reference 
to our first parents themselves; with regard to 
others, it is indeed the consequence and result of 
the sin of our first parents, but not properly its 
punishment. Vide s. 76, II., s. 78, III. 3, &c. 
This was remarked by many of the church fa- 
thers, especially before the time of Augustine; 
and they therefore objected to calling the death 
of the posterity of Adam the punishment of sin. 
Vide s. 79, No. 1, 2. (c) When it is said of 
Christ that he frees or redeems men from (bo- 
dily) death, the meaning is, that men owe it to 
him, in general, that the terrors of death are 
mitigated with regard to those who believe on 
him; and in particular, that our bodies are re- 
stored at the resurrection. Cf. John, xi. 25, 
26. This is what is meant by the redemtio a 
raonte corporal per Christum, s. 120, coll, s. 111, 
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II. 1. From the necessity itself of dying we 
could not be freed, unless God should produce 
an entirely new race of men. Cf. Cotta, Theses 
Theologice de Novissimis, Speciatim de Morte 
Naturali; Tiibingen, 1762. [Also the treatise 
of Dr. Wm: Bates, ** On the Four Last Things,” 
and particularly on Death,” chap. iii. and iv.— 
Tr. ] 


SECTION CXLVIII. 


OF THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE OF THE CONTINU- 
ANCE OF THE HUMAN SOUL, AND ITS STATE 
AFTER DEATH. 


Ir is the doctrine of Christ that the life of 
man is not bounded by this earthly state, but 
that, although he does not exist solely for the 
future, his life extends into eternity. The ge- 
neral doctrine of the Bible respecting the desti- 
nation of man, as a rational and moral being, 
has been already exhibited in the Article on the 
Creation of Man, s. 51, I].; and it was there 
shewn to be holiness, and temporal and eternal 
happiness standing in the most intimate con- 
nexion with it. The superiority of our know- 
ledge of the state of man after death, in compa- 
rison with that possessed by the ancient world, 
is not to be ascribed so much to the progress of 
science as to the work of Christ, and the influ- 
ence of the Christian doctrine: ‘Those who 
lived before Christ were not indeed wholly des- 
titute of knowledge respecting this important 
truth ; indeed, many heathens, both before and 
after the time of Christ, snggested very import- 
ant arguments in behalf of immortality; still 
‘they were unable to attain to anything more 
than a high degree of probability on this subject. 
Vides. 149. Every impartial man must concede 
that Christ has high claims to gratitude for what 
he has done in relation to this subject, even if he 
does not allow that he has disclosed anything 
new with regard to the future state of man. 

(1) He has connected this truth most inti- 
mately with the other practical truths of religion, 
and referred all the rest to this if such a man- 
ner as no teacher before him ever did. And 
now, any one who acknowledges the divine 
authority of Christ, and of the Christian reli 
gion, obtains a satisfactory certainty respecting 
this doctrine, which at best can be rendered only 
highly probable by the light of nature. And 
from believing this doctrine, all religion comes 
to possess for him a new interest; and he finds 
in it the greatest consolation in sufferings and 
hardships of all kinds—the most effectual en- 
couragement to holiness, and the greatest dis 
suasive from sin. 

Note.—-The strongest philosophical proofs in 
behalf of immortality are derived from the im- 
possibility of reconciling the destruction of tha 
whole man with the object of his existence, and 
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with the divine attributes. Vide s. 149. But 
a satisfactory certainty on this subject, and a 
conviction of the truth of immortality raised 
above all doubt, cannot be attained in this way. 
For the simple fact that we, by our reason, can- 
not reconcile any two things, does not prove 
that they are irreconcilable; nor can we con- 
clude as to the reality of anything, merely from 
the fact that it is to be wished for by us. Cf. 
Seneca, who says, Ep. 102, Philosophi rem 
hanc gratissimam PROMITTUNT, magis quam 
PROBANT. 

(2) By the plain instruction which Christ 
has given respecting this subject, and the obvi- 
ous reasons he has adduced for it, he has made 
it universally intelligible, and in a very high 
degree comprehensible, even by the great mass 
of mankind. He has done this especially by 
the connexion in which he has placed it with 
the history of his own person, by which every- 
thing is rendered more obvious, and receives a 
greater and more lively interest. Vide s. 120. 
Hence the remark of Paul, 2 Tim. i. 10, is very 
true, that Christ by his doctrine has taken away 
the power of death, so that it is no more to be 
feared; he has made us certain of blessedness, 
and for the first time placed the doctrine of eter- 
nal life (C7 xav a@Sapova) ina clear light (pare- 
sas). Cf. Einiges, Ueber das Verdienst der 
christlichen Religion am die Lehre von der 
Unsterblichkeit der Seele ; Flensburg und Leip- 
zig, 1788, 8vo.. P 

The following are the chief points of Chris- 
tian instruction respecting the life of the soul 
after death :— 


I. Scripture Proof of Immortality, and what is 

implied in it. 

In death, the body only dies; but the soul 
survives the body, and lives on uninterruptedly, 
and is immortal. Here belongs the text, Matt. 
x. 28, where Christ says that tyrants and per- 
secutors have power only over the body, and 
can kill that only, but have no power to kill the 
soul, over which God alone has rule and power. 
Again, Luke, xvi. 19, the parable of the rich 
man and Lazarus, ver. 22, 23, seq.; Luke, xx. 
38, «God is not a God of the dead, but of the 
living.” Also many passages in John, in which 
Jesus promises an immortality, and that too of 
blessedness, to his true followers, and assures 
them that in death their souls shall not perish— 
e. g., Jolin, v. 245 viii. 51; chap. xi.; xii. 24— 
26; xiv. 2, 3, where he says that in his father’s 
house there are many mansions, and that he 
was soing to prepare a place for them, and to 
brine them thither unto himself, (by death.) 
Cf. the promise given to the malefactor on the 
gross, Luke, xxiii. 43. : 

Bat he always connects this doctrine with 
taat respecting bis own person. He it is to 
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whom we are indebted for this truth; without 
him we should not have had it. He is the pur- 
chaser and the giver of life, and of a blessed 
immortality ; whoever believes in him, although 
he may die, yet lives; John, xi. 25,26. With 
this the doctrine of the apostles agrees. Vide 
2 Cor. v. 1—10; 2 Tim. i. 10; 1 Thess. iv. 13, 
seq.; Phil. i. 23; 1 Pet. iv. 6, departed Chris- 
tians (vexpov) are regarded by men as evil-doers, 
and as miserable persons, who have been justly 
persecuted and punished; but their spirit is 
introduced by God into a happy life. So Matt. 
x. 28. 

It pertains essentially to the immortality of 
the soul that our se/f-consciousness will remain, 
and that we shall then have the conviction that 
our state after death is the consequence of the 
life that now is; as the parable, Luke, xvi. 22, 
seq., plainly shews. Cf. Luke, xx. 27, and 
John, viii. 56, “ABpacu—eidé ray nuépay tnv 
éunv, xav éxapy. Cf. also 2 Cor. v. 8, 9, and 
the other texts cited by Morus, s. 2, note. 

The doctrine respecting the sleep of the soul 
does not agree with the declarations of Christ, 
and is directly opposed to them. Some have 
maintained that the soul after death remains, for 
a time at least, ina state of insensibility and 
unconsciousness, which they compare with 
sleep. Vides, 150, where some of the texts to 
which they appeal are examined. They sup- 
pose that it is first awakened from this sleep at 
the last day, when it is reunited to the body. 
The state in which they suppose the sou] to be 
in the meantime is called Jethargus, and those 
who hold this doctrine are called irvoluyrar, 
and those who wholly deny the immortality of 
the soul, Juyornamvyvrav. They support their 
doctrine in part by an appeal to some figurative 
representations in the holy scriptures respecting 
the kingdom of the dead, by which it is set forth 
as the land of silence, darkness, and forgetful- 
ness; and in part by the common experience 
that our souls do not feel and receive sensations 
except through the body and the organs of sense, 
and that when the brain is injured, conscious- 
ness and memory often wholly disappear. ‘To 
this it is justly objected, that it is impossible to 
conclude, without the greatest fallacy, merely 
from the present constitution of man, in which 
soul and body are intimately connected, how it 
will be hereafter, when the soul and body shall 
have been entirely separated. 

Christ and the apostles held no principles 
that could lead to the doctrine of the sleep of the 
soul. They rather regarded the earthly body 
which we inherit as the nearest spring and 
source of human depravity, and of the sins aris- 
ing from it, and of all consequent pain and mi- 
sery. Wides. 77, IL. According to this doce 
trine we obtain by death a release wom many 


| sufferings; the disembodied spirit can exert its 
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energies more freely than before, and enters 
upon a far greater and wider sphere of action. 
Cf. Rom. viii. 23, aroavrpwcts tov cduaros, 
Rom. vii. 5, 18, 23, 24, odua Savacov, 1 John, 
iii. 2. Vigilantius, in the fifth century, was ac- 
cused, though unjustly, by Hieronymus, of 
holding this opinion respecting the sleep of the 
soul. In the twelfth century it was condemned 
by Innocent III. In the sixteenth century it 
was advocated again by some anabaptists and 
Socinians, and in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, by Christopher Artobe, John Heyn, 
and others. 


II. The Connexion of the Life to Come with the 
Present. 


On this point, Christ and the apostles teach, 

(1) That the life after death is an immediate 
continuation of the present life. The soul is 
not altered in death, but takes along with it its 
dispositions, its habits, and whole tendency, 
into the future world. The life to come, taken 
in connexion with the present, make together 
one whole, even as manhood is only the conti- 
nuation of youth. Morus justly observes, tenore 
continuo necti finem vite et initia future sortis. 

(2) That the life to come is to be regarded as 
the consequence of the present, since the conse- 
quences of all our present dispositions, inclina- 
tions, and actions, continue there. Death de- 
termines the destiny of men in the future world. 
It is here that man lays the foundation either 
for his future happiness or misery; this is the 
All this 
is taught in the New Testament, sometimes 
literally, and at other times figuratively—e. g., 
it is sometimes represented under the image of 
sowing and reaping, a contest, and the crowning, 
&c. Vide Luke, xvi. 25; Hebrews, ix. 27; 
Rom. ii. 5—12; 2 Cor. iv.'7; v. 10; 1 Tim. 
vi. 18, 19; Gal. vi. 7, 10, «* What a man sows, 
that shall he also reap; he that follows his 
carnal appetites shall reap @Sopav; the pious 
Christian, Cay acdmov.” 


WI. The Intermediate State between Death and the 
Judgment. 


The restoration of the body (the raising of 
the dead) will not take place until the end of 
the world, the last day of the present constitu- 
tion of things—a period which no one knows 
beforehand. Vides. 151, sey. And then will 
every one, for the first time, receive the full 
measure of reward or punishment allotted him, 
according to his conduct in the present life. 
Vide, Luke, x. 12; Rom. ii. 16; 2 Cor. v. 10. 

Before this time shall arrive, the disembodied 
spirit will be in a certain ¢ntermediate state. 
The exact nature of this state is not indeed par- 
ticularly described to us, and we are unable 
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even to conceive of it distinctly; but so much 


‘the Bible plainly teaches, that immediately 


after death the soul passes into that state for 
which, from the nature of its previous life, it iz 
prépared. Immediately “after death, retribution 
begins; the pious are happy, and the wicke. 
miserable, each in exact proportion to his feel- 
ings and actions. Vide Luke, xvi. 22—25, 
(the parable respecting Lazarus.) This truth, 
too, is always placed by Christ himself and his 
apostles in intimate connexion with his own 
person—e. g., Luke, xxiii. 43, **'To day shalt 
thou be with me in paradise.”” Phil. i. 23, 
dvanvoa xar ovy Xpror@ stvar; 2 Cor. v. 8, éx- 
dyunoaw éx Tov camatos, xai évdyujoor mpos tov 
Kvupuoy. 

In what the rewards and punishments of this 
intermediate state will consist cannot be deter- 
mined, nor whether, in addition to those which 
are natural—the necessary consequences of ac- 
tion and feeling,—there will also be, even then, 
those which are positive and result from the free 
appointment of God. As to those who are lost, 
the Bible teaches us only this, that their pu- 
nishment—their whole state of misery—will 
commence immediately after death; Luke, xvi. 
22, seq. And for this we have the analogy of 
what the New Testament teaches respecting 
the miserable intermediate state of the evil spi- 
rits, which will last until the day of judgment, 
2 Pet. ii. 4; Jude, 7. Vides. 63. For the fate 
of lost men is described as one and the same 
with that of evil spirits. Vide Matthew, xxv. 
41. On the other hand, the happy intermediate 
state of the pious commences also immediately 
after death, The texts in proof of this are cited 
by Morus, p. 289, s. 1, note 2. Their blessed- 
ness is likened to that of the holy angels; hence 
they are called by Jesus himself iodyyeror, 
Luke, xx. 36. 

Since, now, the destiny of man is decided im- 
mediately after death, and since among men 
such a decision is usually made by a judgment 
and sentence, there is no more proper way of re~ 
presenting this arrangement of God with re- 
spect to the future destiny of men than by com- 
paring it with a judgment, since it has~the 
same effect as a formal judgment. This has 
given occasion to the division of judgment into 
particular or preceding (judicium particulare, 
or antecedens), which denotes nothing more 
than the determining of the fate of men imme- 
diately aftsr death; and wntversal or subsequent, 
(judieium universale, or consequens. ) It is re- 
specting the former that Paul speaks, Heb. ix. 
27, «It is appointed to all men once to die, — 
weta S8 covro xprovs”’—i. e., then follows the 
determination of their destiny, whether it shali 
be happy or miserable. Cf. 2 Cor. v. 16. 'The 
Pharisees also, according tc Josephus, (Antiq 
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xviii. 2,) taught that the soul is immortal, and 
after death is judged under the earth, and re- 
warded or punished according to its works. 

According to the doctrine of the New Testa- 
ment, therefore, there is no third place, or me- 
dium, between heaven and hell, or between 
being happy and miserable, although there are 
very different degrees both of the one and of the 
other. ‘The intermediate condition of which 
we have spoken must not be understood to im- 
ply anything like this. Still an opinion like 
this got footing very early in the Christian 
church. Vide s.150. And this gave rise to the 
custom of praying for the dead, since men were 
foolish enough to imagine that there is room to 
obtain an alteration in the yet undecided destiny 
of departed spirits, while in truth their destiny 
must depend solely upon their own actions 
during the present life. This custom had be- 
come very general in the fourth century, and 
was at that time opposed by Aérius, presbyter 
of Pontus, as we learn from the testimony of 
Epiphanius, (Her. 75,) who is very indignant 
against him on this account. It was also op- 
posed by the Spanish presbyter, Vigilantius, in 
the fifth century, in reply to whom Hieronymus 
wrote a violent book. ‘lhis doctrine was after- 
wards brought into connexion with that respect- 
ing purgatory, (vide s. 150;) and then followed 
masses for souls, as sacrifices for the departed. 
There are also some traces of prayers for the 
dead even among the Grecian Jews—e. g., 2 
Mace. xii. 43—46, inip vexpay mpocevyeosac. 

Note-——From what has now been said, it ap- 
pears that death, so far as it is the transition to 
a higher and more perfect life, and the means 
of bringing us to the enjoyment of it, ought not 
to be terrible to us, but should rather be regard- 
ed as a benefit. Those only, however, can re- 
gard itin this light who have lived here accord- 
ing to their destination, who have obtained the 
forgiveness of their sins (dixavoiuevor), and who 
go out of the world with pious and godly dis- 
positions. Vide 2 Cor. v. 6—10; Phil. i. 21, 
23; John. xiv. 1—4; 1 John, iii. 2,3; 1 Peter, 
i. 4, 5, &e. 


SECTION CXLIX. 


ISTORICAL ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE VARIOUS OPI- 
NIONS WHICH HAVE PREVAILED IN ANCIENT 
AND HODERN TIMES RESPECTING THE CONTI- 
NUANCE OF THE SOUL AFTER DEATH; AND THE 
PROOFS DRAWN FROM REASON IN FAVOUR OF IT. 


I. Ideas of Rude Nations. 


Tr ideas of most rude heathen nations re- 
specting the state of man after death are indeed 
dark anc obscure, as well as their ideas respect- 
ing the nature of the soul itself, which they re- 
gard as a kind of aérial substance, resembling 
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the body, though of a finer material. Vide s, 
51, 1.3. Still it is found that the greater part 
of mankind, even of those who are entirely un- 
cultivated, though they may be incapable of the 
higher philosophical idea of the immortality of 
the soul, are yet inclined to believe that the soul 
survives the body, and continues either for ever, 
or at least for a long time. Their susceptibility 
for this faith, and their inclination to it, depend 
upon the following circumstances—viz., 

(1) Upon the love of life, which is deeply 
planted in the human breast, and operates pow- 
erfully, and leads to the wish and hope that life 
will be continued even beyond the grave. 

(2) Besides the traditions in behalf of this 
faith which uncultivated nations received trans- 
mitted from their fathers, they often had dreams, 
in which the dead appeared to them speaking 
and acting; and in this way they found their 
wishes, and the traditions they had received 
from their fathers, confirmed anew, so that the 
hope of immortality was always sustained in 
them, and never extinguished. Thus Homer 
represents (Il. xxiii. 103, seq.,) that Achilles 
first became convinced that souls and shadowy 
forms have a real existence in the kingdom of 
shades, by the appearance to him of the depart- 
ed Patroclus in a dream. So too it is repre- 
sented in the parable of Christ, Luke, xvi. 27, 
where the rich man wished that Lazarus might 
be sent to appear before his living brethren, 
since if one of the dead should teach them re- 
specting the state and destiny of the dead, they 
would believe. Moreover, these visions were 
often regarded as divine,—ovap éx Avds éore, Il. 
i. 63. 

But we find that many heathen nations, long 
before they had any philosophy, or enjoyed the 
light of revelation, or before they endeavoured 
to prove the immortality of the soul by argu- 
ments drawn from reason, still possessed a firm 
belief of the continuance of the soul. So it was 
with the Egyptians, the Indians, the Thracians, 
the Celta, the ancient Germans, the ancient 
Greeks and Romans, and so it is with many of 
the rude heathen nations of our times. Vide 
Meiners, Geschichte aller Religionem, s. 174, f. 
Hence we find neeromancy practised among the 
most barbarous people of all ages; (vide s. 663) 
and the prevalence of this presupposes, of 
course, a belief in the existence of the soul be- 
yond the grave. Vide Scripta Varii Argumenti, 
Number iit., “Origo opinionum de immortali- 
tate animorum apud nationes barbaras atque a 
culta veri Dei allenas.”’ 


IL. Ideas of the Jewish Nation. 


(1) Many have maintained that the doctrine 
of the immortality of the soul is not taught in 
the Old Testament. This was especially main- 
tained by many S’einian writers of the sixteenth 
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and seventeenth centuries, Others have gone 
so far as to construe the sepposed silence of the 
Old-Testament writers on this subject into a 
formal denial of the doctrine, and have attempt- 
ed to justify their opinion by some texts in 
which it seems to be said that all is over with 
man at his death—e. g., Eccl. iii. 19. seq.; Is. 
Xxxvill. 18; Ps. vi. 6; xxx. 10; Ixxxviii. 11; 
cxv. 17; Job, vii. 7—10; x. 20—22; xiv. 
7—12; xv. 22. The Fragmentist of Wolfen- 
biittel attacked the divine authority of the Jew- 
ish religion in the most odious manner by these 
objections. Cf. the fourth Fragment from Les- 
sing’s Beytragen zur Geschichte und Literatur 
aus der wolfentiittel’schen Bibliothek, th. iv. s. 
484, f. On the other hand, Warburton (Divine 
Legation of Moses) derived one of his main 
proofs of the divine mission of Moses from this 
his supposed silence on the subject of immorta- 
lity. Moses, he argues, being sustained in his 
legislation and government by immediate divine 
authority, had not the same necessity that other 
teachers have for making use of threatenings 
and punishments drawn from the future world, 
in order to furnish motives to obedience. 

(2) But even if it were true that there is no 
text, elther in the books of Moses or the writ- 
ings of a subsequent period, in which the im- 
mortality of the soul is distinctly mentioned, it 
would by no means follow that this idea was at 
that time who!ly unknown among the Israelites. 
Even from itis supposition we must draw the 
contrary conelision. For, not to mention that 
the Israelites and their ancestors were in Egypt, 
where this faith was very ancient, (according 
to Herodotus, i1. 123, the Egyptians were the 
first who entertained it,) it is proved that the 
Jews held this doctrine (a) From the laws of. 
Moses against necromancy, or the invocation of 
the dead, which was very commonly practised 
by the Canaanites also, (Deut. xviii. 9—12,) 
and which, notwithstanding these laws, was 
for a long time afterwards retained among the 
Israelites, as appears from 1 Sam. xxviii., and 
the prophets. (0) From the appropriate ancient 
Hebrew name for the kingdom of the dead 5y v 
(57s), which so often occurs in Moses and the 
other books of the Old Testament. That Moses 
did not in his laws hold up the punishments 
of the future world to the terror of transgressors, 
is a circumstance which redounds to his praise, 
and cannot be alleged against him as a matter 
of reproach, since other legislators have been re- 
proached with being either deluded, or them- 
selves impostors for doing this very thing./ And 
Moses did not design to give a system of theo- 
logy in his laws., 

(3) But from passages in his writings it may 
be seen that this doctrine was not unknown to 
him. These passages have been collected by 
different writers with different success. Vide 
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Michaelis, Argumenta pro Immortalitate Anim! 
é Mose Collecta, in Syntagm. Comment. t. 1.3 
Gottingen, 1759. Liiderwald, Untersuchung 
von der Kenntniss eines kiinftigen Lebens im 
Alten Testamente; Helmstadt, 1781. Semler 
Beantwortung der Fragen des wolfenbiittel’scher 
Ungenannten. Seiler, Obserr. ad psychologiam 
sacram; Erlangen, 1779. 

The following texts from the writings of 
Moses may be regarded as indications of the 
doctrine of immortality—viz., Gen. v. 22, 24, 
where it is said respecting Enoch, that because 
he lived a pious life, God took him, so that he was 
no more among men. This was designed to be 
the reward and consequence of his pious life. 
and it points to an invisible life with God, tc 
which he attained without previously suffering 
death. Vide s. 147, iii. 1. Gen. xxxvii. 35. 
Jacob says, «I will go down into xv unto my 
son.”” We have here distinctly exhibited the 
idea of a place where the dead dwell connected 
together in a society ; vide s. 150. In conformity 
with this idea we must explain the phrase fo ge 
to his fathers, Gen. xv. 15; or, to be gathered te 
his people, (more correctly, to enter into their 
habitation or abode,) Gen. xxv. 8, xxxv. 29; 
Num. xx. 24, &c. In the same way many of the 
tribes of North-American savages express their 
expectation of an immortality beyond the grave, 
by saying respeeting one who is dead, that he 
will now see his father, grandfather, great- 
grandfather, &c. > 

Paal argues from the text, Gen. xlvii. 9, and 
similar passages, where Jacob calls his life a 
journey, that the patriarchs expected a life after 
death, Heb. xi. 13—16. Only he says, very 
truly, mopioSew iSovres tas énayyeacas. In 
Matt. xxii. 23, Christ refers, in arguing against 
the Sadducees, to Ex. iii. 6, where Jehovah calls 
himself the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
(i. e., their protector and the object of their 
worship,) long after their death. It could not be 
that their ashes and their dust should worship 
God; hence he concludes that they themselves 
could not have ceased to exist, but that, as to 
their souls, they still lived. Cf. Heb. xi, 13—17. 
And this passage was interpreted in the same 
way by the Jews after the time of Christ. Vide 
Wetstein, ad. h. 1. 

In the subsequent books of the Old Testa 
ment the texts of this nature are far more nu 
merous. Still more definite descriptions are 
given of Dww, and the condition of the departea 
there; e. g., Is. xiv. 9, seq., also in the Psalms 
andin Job. Vides. 150. Even in these texts, 
however, the doctrine of the reward of the right- 
eous and the punishment of the wicked in the 
kingdom of the dead is not so clearly developea 
as it is in the New Testament; this is true even 
of the book of Job. Vides. 151. All that we 
find here with respect to this point is only 
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obscure intimation, so that the Pauline oppader 
idovres is applicable, in relation to this doctrine, 
to the other books of the Old Testament as well 
as to those of Moses. In the Psalms there are 
some plain allusions to the expectation of reward 
and punishment after death, particularly Ps. xvii. 
15; xlix. 15, 16; Ixxiii. 24. There aresome pas- 
sages in the prophets where a revinication of the 
dead is spoken of, as Is. xxvi. 19; Dan. xii. 2; 
Ezek. xxvii. But although these do not teach 
a literal resurrection of the dead, but rather re- 
fer to the restoration cf the nation and land, still 
these and all such figurative representations 
presuppose the proper idea that an invisible part 
of man survives the body, and will be hereafter 
united to it. Very clear is also the passage 
Eccl. xii. 7, “« The body must return to the earth 
from whence it was taken, but the spirit to God 
who gave it,” evidently aliuding to Gen. iii. 19. 
_ From all this we draw the conclusion that the 
doctrine of the immortality of the soul was not 
unknown to the Jews before the Babylonian 
exile. This appears also from the fact that a ge- 
neral expectation existed of rewards and punish- 
ments in the future world; although, in com- 
parison with what was afterwards taught on this 
point, there was at that time very little definitely 
known respecting it, and the doctrine, therefore, 
stood by no means in that near relation to reli- 
gion and morality into which it was afterwards 
brought, as we see to be the fact often in other 
wholly uncultivated nations. Hence this doc- 
‘trine is not so often used by the prophets as a 
motive to righteousness, or to deter men from 
evil, or to console them in the midst of suffering. 
But on this very account the piety of these an- 
cient saints deserves the more regard and admi- 
ration. It was in a high degree unpretending 
and disinterested. And although the prospect 
of what lies beyond the grave was very indis- 
tinct in their view, and although, as Paul said, 
they saw the promised blessings only from afar, 
they yet had pious dispositions, and trusted God. 
They held merely to the general promise, that 
God their Father would cause it to be well with 
them even after death. Psalm Ixxiii. 26, 28, 
«* When my strength and my heart faileth, God 
will be the strength of my heart, and my portion 
for ever.” 

But it was not until after the Babylonian cap- 
tivity that the ideas of the Jews on this subject 
appear to have become enlarged, and that this 
doctrine was brought by the prophets, under the 
divine guidance, into a more immediate con- 
nexion with religion. This result becomes very 
apparent after the reign of the Grecian kings 
over Syria and Hgypt, and their persecutions of 
the Jews. The prophets:and teachers living at 
that time (of whose writings, however, nothing 
has come down to us) must therefore have given 
to their nation, time after time, more instruction 
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upon this subject, and .nust have explained and 
unfolded the allusions to it in the earlier pro- 
phets. And so we find that after this time, more 
frequently than before, the Jews sought and 
found in this doctrine of immortality and of fu- 
ture retribution, consolation and encouragement 
under their trials, and a motive to piety. Such 
discourses were therefore frequently put in the 
mouths of the martyrs in the second Book of 
Maccabees—e. g., vi. 26; vii. 9, seq., coll, xii. 
43—45. Cf. also the Book of Wisdom, ii. 1, 
seq.; and especially iii. 1, seq., and the other 
apocryphal books of the Old Testament. 

At the time of Christ and afterwards this doc- 
trine was universally received and taught by the 
Pharisees, and was indeed the prevailing belief 
among the Jews; as is well known from the 
testimony of the New Testament, of Josephus, 
and also of Philo. Tacitus also notices this 
firm belief of the Jews in the immortality of the 
soul. In his history (ver. 5) he says, antmas 
pralio aut supplietis peremptorum externas putant. 
Cf. an Hssay comparing the ideas of the Apo- 
eryphal books of the Old Testament on the sub- 
jects of immortality, resurrection, judgment, 
and retribution, with those of the New Testa- 
ment, written by Frisch, in Eichhorn’s Biblio- 
thek der Biblischen Literatur, b. iv.; Ziegler’s 
Theol. Abhand., th. ii. No. 4. Flugge, Ges- 
chichte des Glaubens an Unsterblichkeit, u. s. 
w., th. i. But the Sadducees, and they only, 
boasting a great attachment to the Old Testa- 
ment, and especially to the books of Moses, 
denied this doctrine, and, at the same time, the 
existence of the soul as distinct from the body. 

But Christ did more to illustrate and confirm 
this consoling doctrine than had been before done 
among the Jews or any other people; and he 
first gave to it that high practical interest which 
it now possesses. Vides. 148, at the beginning. 


Ill. Philosophical Arguments. 


As soon as they began in heathen nations to 
philosophize, and to investigate more closely the 
doctrines relating to God and the nature and des- 
tination of man, they saw the importance and 
great practical interest of the doctrine of the 
immortality of the soul. It was found to exist 
already as a pop belief, but they now endea- 
voured to give it’ philosophical proof and de- 
monstration. Here, as in other things, the 
Greeks distinguished themselves above other 
nations. hey laid the first ground of those phi- 
losophical proofs which were afterwards en- 
forced anew by Christian philosophers, and cor- 
rected and further developed. In the varied web 
of proof in our modern philosophical schools, 
the chief threads, and, as it were, the entire ma- 
terial, are of Grecian origin. According to the 
testimony of Cicero, the first Grecian philoso- 
pher who investigated this subject was Phere- 
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cydes; but according to Diogenes Laértius, it 
was Thales. The followers of Socrates, how- 
ever, did the most for this doctrine, and espe- 
cially Plato, in his Phedon. ‘The Platonic ar- 
guments are found collected in the Tusculan 
Questions of Cicero (i. 23), and also briefly 
stated in his Treatise, De Senectute, c. 21, seq. 
With regard to these proofs, it is difficult for us, 
with our present ideas, to see how the soul, se- 
parated from the body, could maintain its own 
subsistence or personality, since, according to 
Plato, it is only a part of the soul of the world, 
to which, after death, it will return. 

There were, however, some among the Gre- 
cians who denied, or at least doubted, the im- 
mortality of the soul. Among these was Epi- 
curus. The stoics contended, indeed, for the 
continuance of the soul after death, but not for 
its absolute immortality, with regard to which 
they were accustomed to speak doubtfully; as, 
for example, Seneca often does in his epistles. 
The opinions of Aristotle on this subject are 
doubtful; many of his disciples have concluded 
from his principles that the soul is not immor- 
tal—e. g., among his old followers, Dicwarchus ; 
among the later Aristotelians, Averrhoés, in the 
twelfth century, and Peter Pomponatius, in the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, in his book, 
‘De Animi Immortalitate,” edited anew by 
Prof. Christi. Gottfr. Bardili; Tiibingen, 1791, 
8vo. He endeavours in this work to shew that, 
according to the principles of the Averrhoistic- 
Aristotelian philosophy, the immortality of the 
soul cannot be demonstrated on natural grounds. 

ven among Christians there have been some 
who have denied the immortality of the soul. 
There was, for example, an Arabian teacher, in 
the third century, against whom Origen wrote, 
who maintained that the soul dies with the 
body, but is again raised with it at the last day ; 
an opinion which was revived in the seventeenth 
century by William Coward, a London physi- 
cian. Still more strange is the opinion of H. 
Dodwell, who, in a work published in London, 
1706, contended that souls are naturally mortal, 
but become immortal only by means of Chris- 
tian baptism. 

The opinions of some of the grosser materi- 
alists of modern times are ¥! known—e. g., 
of Toland, Helvetius, de la” Mettrie, and the 
author of the Systeme de la Nature, who were 
followed in this by many of the so-called philo- 
sophers who wrote during the French Revolu- 
tion; also many of the sceptics, who thought 
nothing could be determined on this subject— 
e. g., Hume. 

A few words respecting these philosophie ar- 
guments themselves. It has been justly re- 
marked by philosophers of modern times, espe- 
cially by Wolf, that three things are involved 
in the immortality of the soul+ (a) the uninter- 
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rupted continuance of the substance of the soul, 
(b) the continuance of its consciousness ; and 
consequently (c) the lasting recollection of the 
soul, that its state after death is a consequence 
of that which preceded. This is very true; but 
long before these philosophers wrote, all these 
points were taught in the Christian doctrine, as 
we have already seenins.148. Cf. the single 
passage, Luke, xvi. 

These philosophical proofs are either meta- 
physical—i. e., drawn from the idea which we 
have of the nature and attributes of the human 
soul; or moral—i. e. deduced from the relation 
between God and the human soul, or, which is 
the same thing, from the attributes and designs 
of God, and the destination of man as a moral 
being, as Jearned from the attributes of God. 
The foundation for all these arguments was laia 
by the Greeks, and by those who drew imme- 
diately from them. In modern times, however, 
they have been revised and rendered more ac- 
curate, and better adapted to the prevailing sys- 
tems of philosophy. 

(1) The metaphysical proofs are derived from 
the simple nature of the soul, (its immateriali- 
ty,) from its inherent and essential activity, and 
from the maxim that simple things and elemen- 
tary powers do not perish. Vide Cic. de Se- 
nectute, 21, seq. None but God can destroy 
the essential being of the soul; but it cannot be 
shewn that he either will destroy it or wishes 
so todo. But from this argument nothing more 
than the bare poss?bility of the immortality of 
the soul could be shewn. But this possibility, 
if it depends merely upon the will of God, is 
quite as obvious, even if the soul has not that 
absolutely simple nature which is ascribed to 
it. In general, a complete metaphysical proof 
is impossible, because we know so little of the 
true nature of the soul. The doctrine of the 
simplicity of the human soul, in the strict philo- 
sophical sense of this term, is a mere philoso- 
phical hypothesis. Vides. 51, I. 3, note. 

(2) The moral proofs are far more conclusive, 
though still not strong enough wholly to exclude 
all doubt and solicitude. Vide the introductory 
remarks to s. 148. Some of these moral proofs 
were urged by Plato and Cicero, in the passages 
above cited. The supposition of the mortality 
of the soul contradicts all our ideas of the attri- 
butes of God—his wisdom, goodness, and jus- 
tice. Is the duration of man limited to the pre- 
sent life, then the destination of man, and the 
designs of God with regard to him, are the most 
inexplicable riddle, and everything is full of 
contradictions. But if this life is not the last, 
decisive state of man, but is to be regarded only 
as a State of education, trial, purification, and 
preparation for a future life, then the plan and 
connexion of things becomes clear and obvious. 
We are moral beings, and find in our souls:capa 
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cities for ever increasing moral improvement, 
and we feel a longing after immortality, in order 
vo make higher advances in that moral and spi- 
ritual perfection in which the attainments of the 
_ best during the present life are so imperfect. 
These capacities and this longing are to be re- 
garded as promises from the Creator. For 
were they never to be satisfied, he would not 
have placed them in the soul, as it could not 
have been his design to deceive us. If our 
souls are not immortal, then the beasts, which 
have merely an animal nature, and no rational 
and moral part, are far better in their condition 
than we, to whom a higher destination has 
plainly been given; for they can develop their 
constitutional capacities, and can satisfy the 
innate propensities of their natures. And shall 
not we, the nobler creation of God, be able to 
develop the far more perfect spiritual and moral 
powers which he has given us, and to satisfy 
our spiritual wants? 

The whole system of the rights and duties of 
moral beings would appear to be a web of incon- 
gruities if the present life were the only one. 
And, in fine, the disorder and injustice which 
are obvious in the destiny of men in their earthly 
life almost irresistibly compel us to admit this 
doctrine to be true, and to console ourselves in 
the midst of these disorders by the belief of it. 
The manifest disorders of the present state oc- 
casioned great difficulty to all thinking men of 
former times, whodid not fully and distinctly 
admit the truth of a future life and future retri- 
bution, Vide Job, xxiv. 1, seq.; Eccles. viii. 
10, 11, 14; ix. 1—3. Vide s. 71, especially 
No. VI. ad finem. Cf. L. H. Jacob, Beweis 
fiir die Unsterblichkeit der Seele aus dem Be- 
griffe der Pflicht; Zullichau, 1790, 8vo. This 
proof is drawn out on the principles of the Kant- 
ian philosophy, and was written in answer to 
the prize-question proposed by the Stolpic In- 
stitute at Leiden, «‘ Whether there are any du- 
ties which, on grounds of reason, a man would 
feel himself bound to perform if he did not be- 
lieve the soul to be immortal ?”” 

Note.—The following are some of the princi- 
pal modern writers on the immortality of the 
soul :—Clark, Sherlock, Addison, Reinbeck, 
Canz, Reimarus, Vornehmste Wahrheiten der 
natiirlichen Religion, 10 Abhand. Spalding, 
Die Bestimmung des Menschen. Jerusalem, 
Betrachtungen tiber die Wahrheiten der Reli- 
gion, th. 1, 6 Beytr. \Noesselt, Vertheidigung 
der christlichen Religion. Mendelséhn, Phe- 
den. Villette, Unterredungen tiber die Gluck- 
seligkeit des ktinftingen Lebens. Kant, Kri- 
tik der praktischen Vernunft, and the work of 
Jacob above cited. The history of this doctrine 
has been given by Oporin, Franz, Cotta, Hen- 
nings, and Flugge, with which cf. Struvius, 
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de Statu Animarum post Mortem ; Alten, 1903, 
8vo. Simon, Geschichte des Glaubens an die 
Fortdauer der Seele nach dem T'ode, an Ges- 
penster, u.s. w3; Heilbronu, 1804, 8vo. Nic. 
Aug. Herrich, Sylloge Scriptorum de Spiritibus 
Puris et Animabus Humanis Karumgue Mate- 
rialitate, Immortalitate, et Statu post Mortem, 
deque Anima Bestiarum; Regensburg, 1790, 8vo. 

[Matth. Claudius. Wandsbecker, Bote, th. 
vy. Hahn, Lehrbuch. s. 634, ff., and his history 
of this doctrine, s. 641, f.—Tr.] 


SECTION CL. 


OF SOME OF THE MOST IMPORTANT OF THE VARI- 
OUS OPINIONS RESPECTING THE PLACE OF DE- 
PARTED SOULS, AND THEIR CONDITION THERE. 


I. The Place of their Abode. 


(1) Amone many rude nations, and also 
among some which are cultivated, (e. g., in 
America, Thibet, and Hindostan,) the opinion 
is found to prevail that the soul passes from one 
body into another, sometimes another human 
body, sometimes that of beasts, or even into 
plants and trees. This was called werewoyocts, 
by Pliny, transfiguratio. Originally this trans- 
migration of souls was not regarded as a matter 
of retribution, or as a means of purification. 
This turn was not given to the doctrine until a 
period of higher cultivation. It came to be n- 
derstood in this light, for example, by Pytha- 
goras and Plato among the Greeks. ‘The belief 
in this doctrine seems rather to have rested, at 
first, upon a certain supposed analogy in nature, 
where one body is observed always to pass into 
another, and even when it seems to perish only 
alters its form and returns in a different shape. 
This belief may have also sprung in part from 
the almost universal idea that every thing in 
the whole creation is animated by a soul, espe- 
cially everything possessing an internal life and 
power of motion—e. g., plants. 

This doctrine of the transmigration of souls 
has also been held in modern times by many of 
the Jews. Vide Hisenmenger, Entdecktes Ju- 
denthum, th. ii. c. 61. It cannot, however, be 
shewn that this opinion prevailed among the 
Jews at the time of Christ, particularly among 
the Pharisees, either by the passages of the 
New Testament cited in favour of it, or by those 
from Josephus, Antiq. xviii. 2; Bell. Jud. ii. 12. 

Among Christians, this notion has met with 
but little favour ; and it has without reason been 
ascribed to the Gnostics, Manicheans, and even 
to Origen. The reason of its being ascribed to 
the latter was his belief in the pre-existence of 
the soul (vide s. 57, IJ. 1)—a belief which in 
some philosophical systems is intimately con- 
nected with the doctrine of the transmigration 
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has been again regarded as a probable doctrine, 
on account of some analogy in the material 
world, and has been again advocated by Hel- 
mont, Edelmann, Lessing, (Erziehung des Men- 
schengeschlechts. ) 

[Note.—The doctrine of the transmigration 
of souls has received new light from the inves- 
tigations which have been made of late in East- 
ern literature. A deeply interesting exhibition 
of this subject is given by Fred. Schlegel in his 
«Philosophie der Geschichte,” b.i.s. 147. He 
there shews that this is one of the most funda- 
mental doctrines of faith in the Eastern world— 
that it rests upon a religious basis, and even in 
the earliest periods was connected with the idea 
of retribution and sanctification. The soul, it 
is supposed, after having been soiled and cor- 
rupted by its contact with the body and the 
world, must expiate its sins by wandering, for 
an appointed cycle, through various forms of 
uncongenial matter. By enduring these penal 
sufferings for along time it becomes purified, 
and prepared to mingle again in the original, 
pure fountain from which it proceeded. At the 
bottom of this whole belief lies the deep and 
just feeling, that after man has wandered so far 
from God, in order to approach him again he 
must travel with great labour through a long 
and dreary way; and also the conviction, that 
nothing which is imperfect or stained with sin 
can enter into the pure world of blessed spirits, 
or be for ever united with God.—Tr. ] 

(2) Far mote general was the opinion among 
the ancient nations that the abode of departed 
spirits is wnder the earth; because the dead are 


laid beneath the ground, and their body returns, 


to the dust. The souls there separated from 
their bodies were regarded as a sort of aérial 
beings, or shades, (siSwaa, wmbrx.) Vide s. 66, 
II. coll. s. 59,1. Taken as a whole, the ancient 
Eastern nations and the Greeks agreed in this 
point; while still it is not necessary to suppose 
that the latter borrowed their ideas from the 
former. 

This place was denominated by the Hebrews 
oww, by the Greeks, g57s—the word by which 
the LXX. always translate bw. The term 
&zs is explained by Plutarch (De Is. et Osir.) 
by dewdés, dopazor, dark, where one sees nothing. 
It is allegorically explained by Plato, in his 
Cratylus, as the invisible world, beeause the 
place is unseen. Neither of these terms is used 
in the scriptures to signify exactly the grave, 
still less the place of the damned; nor are they 
used in this sense by any of the fathers in the 
first three centuries. Vide s. 96,1. The same 
place is called among the Hebrews y>xn nynnn, 
as in Homer, i720 yotor, bd xetSeot yarass and 
the entrance to it is placed by the Greeks in the 
extreme west. Where the sun goes down, and 
his light and fire are extinguished, there, it was 
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naturally supposed, is the place where all things 
perish, and where darkness reigns. 

Both the Hebrews and Greeks describe this 
under-world as a great kingdom, and both usé 
the phrase, gates of death, or Hades. Cf. Homer. 
Here, according to the ideas of men in the ear 
liest ages, the shades of the good and the bad 
dwell together, without any distinction or any 
marked separation. Thus it is where dxv is 
introduced in the Old Testament—e. g., Is. xiv., 
where there is a kind of distinction of rank, and 


kings sit upon thrones ; but where nothing de- 


finite and clear is said respecting a distinction 
in the places of the pious and the wicked. Thus 
in Homer, too, even those who are punished are 
in the same place with the other shades, Odys. 
xi.575,'seq. 

But after a time these places in the lower 
world were divided, and the residences of the 


righteous and the wicked were conceived of as | 


separate. 
which, during the time of Homer and Hesiod, 
was regarded merely as the prison of the Titans, 


Thus Turtarus among the Greeks, | 


became gradually the universal abode of the — 


damned. So it is with Plato and others, who 
are followed by Virgil, Ain. vi. 
way did the conceptions of the Jews on this 
subject become more developed in later periods. 
According to Luke, xvi. 23—26, both the rich 


In the same | 


man and Lazarus are in Hades, buta wide gulf, | 


(yaoua méya,) as it is figuratively represented 
in the parable, separates the fields of the blessed 


from the place of the damned; no one may or | 


can pass from the one to the other. The Jews 
too, in imitation of the Greeks, called the place 
of punishment, where wicked men and angels 
are reserved unto the day of judgment, Tapzapos. 
Vide Joseph. Bell. Jud. ii. 7; 2 Pet. ii.4; where 
Taprapdo appears. Cf. s. 63, IT. 

From this it appears that the sacred writers 
retained the phraseology common among their 
contemporaries, in order to be more easily un- 
derstood by them, and to make a stronger im- 
pression upon their minds. They, however, 
used all this only in the way of figure and figu- 
rative representation, by which they designed 
to set forth the most important truths with re- 
gard to the state of departed spirits; as any one 
may see from Luke, xvi., 2 Pet. ii., &c. 

The whole kingdom of the dead is described 
by the ancients in a threefold method—viz., (a) 
as a dark, desolate, silent region, the land of 
forgetfulness, rest, and inactivity; since the 
dead rest silently in the grave under the earth, 
and are cut off from all connexion with the liv- 
ing world. Cf. the texts cited from the Old 
Testament, s. 149, II. (in init.) This gave 


rise to the idea respecting the sleep of the soul | 


in after times. (b) Again it was described ag 
akingdom full of motion and activity, and ‘as 
resembling as nearly as possitle the presen’ 
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world. Cf. Isaiah, xiv. (c) But in process of 
time these two representations were connected 
together in a great variety of ways. 

Now the sacred writers, and Christ himself, 
often make use of figurative expressions, bor- 
rowed from these ideas, though they also fre- 
quently exchange them for others which are 
more literal. Thus what Christ represents in 
Luke, xxi., under the image of a steep walled 
grave, he describes elsewhere without a figure— 

. viz., that the states of men in the future world 
will be very diverse, but exactly apportioned, 
both as to happiness and misery, according to 
heir conduct in this life; and that it will not 
depend upon the choice of men to pass from 
one state to the other. Cf. Matt. xxv. The 
hindrances here are as great and insurmountable 
as a deep chasm is to one who.would pass from 
one place to another. Cf. s. 148, J. 

The ancient languages were still more defi- 
cient than those of the present day in philoso- 
phically definite expressions for objects beyond 
the cognizance of the senses. Indeed, many 
things could not be so much as conceived of 
without a symbolical representation; hence 
such are often found even in the writings of 
Plato, and other Grecian philosophers. Ac- 
cording to this method, one could not indeed 
teach in so exact and definite a manner; but he 
would make a stronger impression upon the 
feelings and desires, and succeed better in 
awakening religious dispositions among those 
who were unacquainted with philosophical lan- 
guage. This hint is very important for the re- 
ligious teacher. If he follows the method of 
instruction pursued in schools of philosophy, 
and adopts their phraseology, he will accom- 
plish but little, and often be entirely unintelli- 
gible to his hearers. He must follow the ex- 
ample of the Bible, and make use alternately 
of figurative and literal representations. In fact, 

the whole representation of the invisible world 
must be figurative and symbolical, even when 
we make use of the most literal expressions in 
our power. It is all a mere comparison of the 
invisible world with something like it in the 
world of sense. For what the apostle said, 
‘seye hath not seen, ear hath not heard,”’ &c., 
is literally true in application to this subject. 

With regard to Orcus, and the different views 
entertained on this subject among Christians, 
ef. Cotta, De Inferno ejusque Sede; Tibingen, 
1775. As to the ideas of the Hebrews, cf. the 
works of Ziegler and Ammon, Ueber das Tod- 
tenreich der Hebreer; Erlangen, 1792. Cf. 
also, an Excursus of Heyne on the fourth 
neid, and other works cited below. 

Note.—To any unprejudiced observer it can- 
not but appear a great excellence in the Bible, 
and especially in the New Testament, that it 
takes 10 part in the absurd conceptions which 
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have often prevailed on this subject, and from 
which the greatest philosophers are not alto- 
gether free—e. g., Plato. And, on the other 
hand, the Bible is equally deserving of praise 
for not exhibiting pure truths in metaphysical 
language, and making them the object of dry 
and-curious speculation, but, on the contrary, 
in the highest degree intelligible, so that their 
practical application is obvious to every one. 

(3) But many believed that departed souls 
remain in or about the graves or dwellings of 
the dead, either for ever, or for a long time. So 
many nations of different degrees of cultivation. 
The opinion was formerly very widely diffused, 
that departed spirits linger for a long time 
around the dead body, or at least sometimes 
return to it from the kingdom of the dead; and 
hence, in part, the belief in spectres, s. 66, II. 
These ideas prevailed to some extent among 
the Jews and many Christians; and even at the 
Concil. Iliberit. in the year 313, it is forbidden 
to kindle a lign. in burying-grounds, lest the 
spirits of the saints should be disturbed. 


Il. Opinions respecting the state of Departed Souls. 


(1) It is apparent from what has been said, 
that, according to the ideas of the ancients, the 
employments, the state and life of departed 
souls, resemble the life of men in this upper 
world—an idea in which many germs of truth 
are involved. We find nothing said respecting 
the sleep of the soul either in the Old or New 
Testaments, nor in the earliest monuments of 
other nations. Vides. 148. Quite as foreign 
from the conceptions of the earliest periods is 
the idea that the dead have no recollection of 
their earthly life, and take no interest in human 
affairs. The opposite of this is clear from the 
earliest records—e. g., from Homer (Odys. xi. 
coll. I]. xxii. 389, 390), and from the holy 
scriptures, (Is. xiv., Luke, xvi.) It was for 
this reason that so many nations believed that 
the dead sometimes return, appear to men, and 
have personal intercourse with the living. And 
hence too the error of invoking the saints. ‘These 
superstitious conclusions, however, are not fa- 
voured by the doctrine of Christ. Vide Luke, 
xvi. 27—31. 

It was very natural, even for nations having 
no direct revelation, to come to the thought that 
the shades in Hades recognise each other, have 
mutual intercourse, and perpetuate the friend- 
ship begun in the present life. This idea 
might, indeed, like many others, have been 
abstracted from the mere phantoms of a dream, 
For in dreams our departed friends appear te 
be cognizable, as Patroclus did to Achilles, 
even as to his eyes, voice, and stature, Toxxitts 
66, seq. 107. This may be justified also by an 
appeal to scripture, Luke, xvi.; Heb. xii. 23, 
and Revs\ation. The soul, indeed, is no longer 
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\larged and correct conceptions. 
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regarded as a fine material substance, as it often 
was in ancient times; but these delightful views 
lose nothing on this account, as some have most 
unphilosophically supposed. For one may be 


recognised otherwise than by his body, and 


may be loved, too, otherwise than corporeally. 
Why then should not departed souls recognise 


' each other, even when they no longer possess 


bodies ? 

(2) In the childhood of nations, the ideas of 
men have been commonly very vague and inde- 
finite with regard to the happy or miserable state 
of departed souls. Cf. Meiners, Geschichte der 
Religionen, s. 174—178. With regard to what 
the Israelites in the earliest times knew on this 
subject, while they yet saw the promises in an 
obscure distance, cf. s. 149, I]. Many of the 
heathen nations represented the state of the 


/ dead, not indeed as wholly miserable; still they 


regarded it as not altogether desirable, and often 
as rather worse than better, in comparison with 
their state in this world. Achilles in Hades 
does not speak of death vary favourably, but 
would rather till the field on earth, as a day 
labourer, than rule all the hosts of the shades; 
Odys. xi. 487. For the Elystum in Homer is 
not as yet the residence of the departed souls of 
men, but only the abode of heroes or demigods. 

But by degrees they advanced to more en- 
The Greeks 
then supposed that good men participate here- 
after in the joys of Elysium, and that crimes 


are punished in Hades. At first, however, only 


the grosser offences were supposed liable to 
punishment there, and in Homer, one offence 
only—perjury ; Il. iil. 278; xix. 259, 260. This 
indicates the great simplicity and the very de- 
fective ideas on moral subjects which still pre- 
vailed, since only the very grossest crimes were 
regarded as worthy of punishment. After- 
wards, in the greater advance of cultivation, and 
the higher perfection of moral ideas, the number 
of crimes punished in Hades was very much 
increased; and at length it was believed that 
every virtue is there rewarded and every vice 
punished. So it is represented by Plato, and 
other Grecian philosophers; so also, in imita- 
tion of them, by Virgil, Auneid, vi. Vide Heyne, 
Excurs. 1 and 8. 

A gradual development of ideas is also no- 
ticed among the Israelites. In general, the 
great multitude among them, as among other 
people, formed very gross conceptions respect- 
ing the joys and pains following death, and re- 
garded them as merely corporeal, since they 
were unable to conceive of any other. Many 
understood literally the expressions, to be in 
elbraham’s bosom, to sit down at table with Abra- 
ham, Isaac, and Jacob; the more enlightened, 
however, used them only as figurative expres- 
sions, as Christ himself always understood and 
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explained them in his instructions—e. g., Luke, 
Xvi. 

(3) The doctrine respecting an intermediate 
state of departed souls, and respecting purga- 
tory. Cf. s. 148, III, and Morus, p. 290, 
Such a state, in which the fate of men is unde- 
cided until the day of judgment—a state which 
is neither heaven nor hell, neither being blessed 
nor damned, was supposed by many of the 
church fathers—e. g., Justin the Martyr, Ire- 
neus, and Tertullian. Only some eminent 
saints and martyrs, it was supposed, come at 
once into heaven; and only the grossest sinners 
go at once into hell. This intermediate state 
they call, taking the appellation from Luke, 
xvi., Sinum Abrahamt. To this they referred 
the text, 1 Pet. iii. 19, ca év Qvaaxn nmvetpara. 
Vide s. 96. hither Christ went, and rescued 
from thence the patriarchs and other pious men 
who had died before his atonement was made. 
This place was afterwards called limbus (supe- 
rior or exterior pars inferni) patrum ; and a lim- 
bus infantium was also supposed (and is still 
believed by the Romish church) into which 
children go, because they are not actually con- 
demned, having committed no peccata actuala, 
while still, in consequence of original sin, they 
are unable to attain to the blessed vision of 
God. 

The foundation for the doctrine of purgatory 
is found even in the second and third centuries, 
Its origin may be traced back to the Pythago- 
rean or Platonic philosophy. Souls, according 
to Plato, are a part of the divine nature, which, 
however, are confined in the body, as in a pri- 
son. Vides. 74,1. ad finem. Now, even after 
the soul of man is disembodied, there still 
cleaves to it much sin and impurity, acquired 
from its contact with the body, and this im-. 
purity is regarded by Plato as a natural sich | 
ness. It cannot therefore, immediately on leav- 
ing the body, return again to its original source. | 
With some, the disorder is znewrable, and these 
are the lost, who go at once to Tartarus; with : 
others, it is curable, and these are purged and | 
purified in Hades. This process Plato com- 
pared with purification (xaSapous) by water, air, 
and fire; and represented this state as an inter- 
mediate one. Vide Plato, Phedon, c. 62; and_ 
Virgil, Hneid, vi. 735—751, and Heyne, Ex. 
cur. xiii. 

This, with many other Platonic doctrines and 
fables, was early transferred to Christianity. 
We find traces of it among the Gnostics, (ac- 
cording to the testimony of Ireneus, ii. 51, seq.,) 
in the writings of Clement of Alexandria, in the 
second century, and of Origen, in the third. But 
after the fourth century it was more widely dit 
fused through the Latin church. It is found 
in Hieronymus, Lactantius, Ambrosius, and 
even Augustine; the latter of whom, however, 
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thou zh he speaks of ignis purgatorius, regards 
the subject as doubtful. In the sixth century 
this doctrine was taught by Gregory the Great, 
in the eighth by Beda, Boniface, and others. It 
was supposed that those Christians only who 
commit no deliberate sin after baptism are ex- 
empt from this punishment, or such as become 
Martyrs, or who, by assuming the monastic life, 
have made atonement for their sins. Gross of- 
fenders—those who, according to Plato, are 
irrecoverably disordered, pass immediately after 
death into hell. ‘Those who have not sinned so 
grossly, (who are recoverable, ) or whose repent- 
ance commences in the present life, but remains 
imperfect, although they are not eternally con- 
demned, yet do not attain at once to the enjoy- 
ment of God. Such persons, it was supposed, 
need to be purified and to make expiation for 
their sins by the endurance of certain penalties 
appointed by God, conceived of under the image 
of purifying by fire. The advocates of this view 
endeavoured to support it by such texts of scrip- 
ture as the following—viz., 1 Cor. iii. 13, (as 
by fire ;) Jude, ver. 23; Malachi, iii. 2; 2 Macc. 
xii. 39. 

This doctrine became connected with many 
ypinions and practices equally unscriptural, es- 
pecially with offering prayer for the dead, and 
making satisfaction to relieve them from punish- 
ment; and also with the doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper as a sacrifice for the dead—a doctrine 
which prevailed during the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries; at which time, also, masses offered 
in order to free souls from purgatory became 
common. As early as the eleventh century, the 
feast of all souls was appointed by Pope John 
XVIII. This doctrine was now adopted by the 
schoolmen into their systems—e. g., by Peter 
of Lombardy, Thomas Aquinas, and others. 
The most frightful representations were given 
of purgatory, founded upon stories of the appa- 
rition of souls from thence, &c. The theolo- 
gians, too, contended respecting the place, man- 
ner, and duration of this punishment. And the 
council at Florence, in 1439, gave this doctrine 
the authority of a formal article of faith. As 
such, it still continues in the Romish church, 
and was re-established by the council at Trent. 

This doctrine, however, of the Romish church 
respecting purgatory, as it has been gradually 
developed by the schoolmen, and as it was es- 
tablished by the council at Florence, differs in 
two essential points from the old Platonic no- 
tion which was adopted by Origen and other 
church fathers—viz., (a) According to Origen 
and the Platonists, all without exception are 
subjected to this purification, although some 
need it more, and others less. But according 
to the opinion of the Romish church, those only 
go into purgatory who, though they have been 
baptized and believe, are not of perfect virtue. 
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(b) According to Origen and the Platonic idea, 
the whole design of this suffering is to promote 
the moral improvement and perfection of men; 
but according to the conception of the Romish 
church, it is designed to make atonement and 
expiation for sin. 

Note.—W orks on this subject. (a) Histort 
cal: Jac. Windet, Ecpwmareds érvoronxos de 
Vita Functorum Statu ex Hebraorum et Gras 
corum comparatis Sententiis concinnatus; Lon- 
dini, 1663—64. Systéme des Anciens et des 
Modernes sur |’Etat des Ames separées de 
Corps; & Londres, 1757, 2 tom. 8vo. Thom. 
Burnet, De Statu Mortuorum et Resurgentium 3 
London, 1757; against which, and in behalf of 
the Romish doctrine, there were treatises write 
ten by Muratori, Columna, and others. Baum- 
garten, Hist. Doctrine de Statu Animarum se- 
paratarum; Hale, 1754. Cotta, Recentiores 
quedam Controversie de Statu Animi post 
Mortem; Tiibingen, 1758. (6) Philosophical 
and doctrinal works: Wernsdorf, De Animarum 
separatarum Statu, earumdemque cum Vivis 
commercio, in his «Collec. Disputt.” tom. i. 
No. 15. The best and latest works on the state 
of the soul after death are collected by Léscher, 
Dresden, 1735. Meier, Philosophische Be- 
trachtung vom Zustande der Seele nach dem 
Tode; Halle, 1769. J. E. Schubert, Gedanken 
vom ewigen Leben, und Zustand der Seele nach 
dem Tode; Jena, 1747. J. C. Lavater, Aus- 
sichten in die Ewigkeit; Zurich, 1773, 3 th. 
8yo. Other works are cited s. 160. 


SECTION CLI. 


WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD BY THE ‘‘ RESURRECTION 
OF.THE DEAD ;”’ THE MEANING OF THE WORD 
‘¢ RESURRECTION ;”? AND WHAT IS TAUGHT RE 
SPECTING IT BY THE JEWS. 


I. What is understood by the Resurrection of the 
Dead. 


By this is meant, the revivification of the hu- 
man body after it has been forsaken by the 
soul, or, the reunion of the soul hereafter with 
the body which it had occupied in the present 
world. Death was compared with sleep, and 
the dead body with a sleeping person, 22, 
xomndévres, S. 147, 1. Hence the terms which 
literally signify 20 awake, to rise up, to rise out 
of sleep, are also used to denote the resurrection 
of the lifeless body—e. g., in Hebrew, the 
terms dip, opm, and in Hellenistic Greek, dvc 
orn, dvasraccs, (with the Rabbins, npn), 
Yysipw, and Byepors éx vexpuv. Of the Jitera. 
sense of these terms, examples may he found 
everywhere; cases of the derived signification 
occur where these terms are used with the qua- 
lification éx vexpav—e. g., where the resurree 
tion of Christ is spoken of, and that of others 
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whose body is to be restored like his. Vide 
John, v. 21, 28; 1 Cor. xv. 3, 4, 20, 53. 

‘The Jews were also accustomed to speak of 
the resurrection of the dead under the image of 
a new or second birth, to which they were led 
by the passage Is. xxvi. 19, «The earth wilt 
again bring forth her dead.” Vide Michaelis s 
Commentary on Heb. i. 5. Again, dviocgus 
was used even by the ancient classical Greeks 
to denote the returning of the dead to life. So 
it was in Homer, Il. xxi. 54, seq., where 
Achilles says, * What a wonder! all the Tro- 
jans slain by me shall again arise from the 
kingdom of the dead, (dvaornoovras.)”” Cf. Il. 
xxiv. 756. Cicero and Livy designate this idea 
by the phrase ab inferis exsistere. Ia Auschy- 
lus, the term drdoracis is used for the same 
thing. 

But the same terms which signify arising, 
and the being awakened from sleep, also denote 
figuratively, (1) a restoration to a more happy 
condition, in opposition to a state of fall and 
prostration. In this general sense they are used 
in two ways—viz., physically—e. g., a sick 
man rising from his bed and recovering his 
health is said dydoryvar, Is. xxxviil. 9; and 
again in a moral sense, used with reference to 
the reformation of a man who rises from his fall. 
And so (2) the terms resurrection from the dead, 
and being raised from the dead, denote, figura- 
tively, (a) external and physical restoration to 
a happy condition, death being the representa- 
tive of misery, and life of happiness—e. g., Is. 
xxvi. 19, 20; Ezek. xxxvii.; where the subject 
is the restoration of the Jews after a long and 
terrible persecution, and the reward of the vir- 
tuous. Cf. Dathe,a.1. (6) A moral restora- 
tion or renovation of. men—e. g., Eph. v. 14, 
Eysupe «+. . avacta éx vexpwr, Coll. i. 19, 20, and 
Rom. viii. 10, &c. 


IL. Doctrine of the Jews respecting the Resurrec- 
tion of the Dead. 


(1) There are obvious traces of the doctrine 
that the soul will survive the body, even in the 
oldest Jewish writings, (vide s. 149, IT.;) but 
of the doctrine, that the body will hereafter be 
raised to life and the whole man be restored, 
there are no very clear intimations in the ear- 
liest writings. ‘There is nothing in these writ- 
ings which is inconsistent with such a doctrine, 
or opposed to it; but neither, on the other hand, 
was there, in those early ages, any distinct in- 
formation or revelation communicated on this 
subject. The passage, Job, xix. 25, seq., is in- 
deed cited in behalf of this opinion, and such a 
construction of this passage is strenuously vin- 
dicated by Michaelis and Schultens. Accord- 
ing to the Vulgate, which Luther for the most 
part follows, this passage very clearly teaches 
this doctrine; and many persons, having been 
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sustomed to this rendering from their youth, 
are startled by any doubts with respect to it. 
But, 
(a) It is remarkable, that neither the ancient 
Jewish teachers, nor Christ or his apostles, ever 
appealed to this passage which appears so plain 
to us. This explanation, therefore, appears to 
have been unknown to them, nor can there be 
found any trace of it in the Septuagint. 
(6) It is not in itself probable that this doc- 
trine should have been at once so clearly re- 


vealed in so ancient a writing. This would be 
contrary to all analogy. For knowledge of this 
kind has always been gradually developed, and 
the revelations made to man follow in regular 
gradation one after another. 

(c) If Job had such distinct expectations and 
hopes, it is hard to account for it that he did not 
earlier express them, that he did not oftener 


console himself with them, and that he con- | 
stantly recurs to his old complaints and doubts, 
which would have been entirely set aside and an- 
swered by the knowledge of any such doctrine. 

(d) Nor can it be accounted for that his 
friends should have replied nothing.to the state- 
ment of such a doctrige as this, since they take 
up, one by one, all his remarks, his complaints, 
and his consolations, and refute them. Would 
they, now, have passed by unnoticed this most 
important of all his arguments? 

(e) From many passages in the book of Job 
it is clear that he was indeed acquainted with a 
life after death (he speaks of Sie); but there 
is no satisfactory evidence that he believed ina 
state of retribution beyond the grave. Vide 
cho ‘Xive’ F—12$-vil."65 1m 855) xvi P16 
Xvi. 22, seq. 

(f) The common translation of this passage, 
according to which it is made to teach so plainly 
the doctrine of the resurrection, does violence to 
the words of the original, and is contrary to the 
whole usus loguend: of the Bible. This Mi- 
chaelis perceived. He therefore alters the text, 
and, by a comparison with the ancient dialects, 
makes out an artificial rendering, according to 
which the passage treats of the resurrection. 

The most natural construction of this passage 
is, to understand it as relating to Job’s restora- 
tion to health and recovery from sickness, which. 
he so ardently wished and hoped for. Vide 
Morus, p. 293. This text. would then be illus- 
trated by one still more plain in the same book, 
viz., ch. xlii. 25. He refutes the national preju- 
dice which his friends were continually object- 
ing against him, that sickness and other external 
calamities are always to be regarded as the con- 
sequence of sins committed by the sufferer. He 
pleads that even piety and rectitude are not al- 
ways exempt from these calamities. It is on 
this account that he cherishes the hope, which 
he elsewhere expresses, that God will justify 
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him in the view of his enemies and accusers, by 
an entire restoration; and this hope becomes 
here so strong that it leads him to look upon his 
recovery as certain. Cf. Eichhorn’s Essay, 
Hiob’s Hoffnungen, in his « Allgemeinen Bibli- 
othek. der biblischen Literatur,” b. i. s. 3673 also 
Henke, Narratio Critica de Interpretatione loci, 
Job, xix. 25, 27, in Antiqua Ecclesia, Helmst. 
1783, 4to., (in his « Qpuse.’’) 

According to this view, the text may be trans- 
lated as follows:—‘I know that my Redeemer 
lives. And ere long, he, who now lies in the 
dust, will arise, (he who is deeply bowed down 
by sickness and pain will recover;) although 
my skin is consumed, I shall yet in this body see 
God, (i. e., have in him a gracious God, be 
blessed and restored by him;) as a frend shall 
I see him, and no more as an adversary. I wait, 
full of longing desire, for his help. Then shall 
ye say, when my innocence is clear, why did 
we persecute this man?” Ilgen, in his work, 
“Jobi antiquissimi carminis Hebraici natura 
atque virtutes,”” p. 161, seq., thus translates: 
“ Vivit, scio enim, cause mee patronus. Qui 
contemius in pulvere jacet, victor caput attolet. 
Herebo adhuc in cute, dira hac vi contusa: ex 
hac cuticula videbo Deum. Quem ego mihi 
videbo propitium, quem hisce oculis cernam 
animo non alienatum. O quam enecat renes 
desiderii ardor !”’ 

‘There are no distinct intimations of the doc- 
trine of the resurrection of the body in the writ- 
ings of Moses, or in the Psalms; for Ps. xlix. 
15, does not relate to this subject, still less does 
Ps. civ. 29, 30, though cited by Theodoret as 
one of the proof-texts of this doctrine. Isaiah 
is the first writer who compares the restoration 
of the Jewish people and state with a resurrec- 
tion-from the dead; ch. xxvi. 19, 20. In this 
he was followed by Ezekiel at the time of the 
exile, ch. xxxvii. From these passages, we must 
conclude that something respecting this doctrine 
was-known at that time among the Israelites ; 
still they do not seem to have seen it in that 
clear light in which it was afterwards revealed ; 
since in that case the prophets would probably 
have mentioned it oftener and more distinctly in 
their writings. But the text, Dan. xii. 2, leads 
very plainly to this doctrine, for here is some- 
thing more thana mere civil restoration. “Those 
who lie asleep under the earth will awake; some 
to eternal life, others to everlasting shame and 
contempt.” 

Judging then from the writings of the Jews, 
they appear to have been destitute of any com- 
plete knowledge of this doctrine until the exile, 
and indeed for aconsiderable period after. Still, 
there is nothing in the Old Testament which 
contradicts this doctrine, it is only not plainly 
revealed. For where it is said, (e. g., Psalm 
Ixxxviii. 10,) «that the dead shall not rise again 
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and praise God,” it is plainly meant that they 
will never return to this upper world, and into 
the society of men living upon the earth; they 
can never again, in company with us, and in the 
circle of the living, praise God. Cf. Ps. vi. 6, 
xxx. 10; Is. xxxviii. 18, coll. ver. 20. 

(2) It was not, then, until the Babylonian 
exile, and more especially after this period, that 
this doctrine was developed and diffused among 
the Jews. We are not acquainted with the more 
particular occasion which led to this develop- 
ment, or what prophets or teachers after Daniel 
were employed in giving this doctrine a wider 
circulation, For just in this place there is a 
great gap in the doctrinal history of the Jews, 
Since no writings of the prophets or teachers of 
this period have come down to us. So much 
only is known on this subject from the informa- 
tion which has come down to us—viz., 

(a) About the time when the Jews came under 
the Grecian dominion, the doctrine of a future 
rétribution was more developed among them 
than it had before been, and was employed by 
them in a practical way, as a means of consola- 
tion under suffering and persecution. Vide s. 
149, II. 

(b) It is known also, that even at that time 
the doctrine of the resurrection of the body was 
most intimately connected with the doctrine of 
retribution. It was then taught that the perfect 
and happy condition of man would first com 
mence, when his soul should be hereafter united 
again to his body. They did not therefore com- 
monly separate these two things in their concep- 
tions, but always connected the thought of the 
continuance of the soul after death with the idea 
of its future union with the body; indeed, they 
supposed that the blessedness of man could not 
be complete until his soul should be reunited to 
his body. Hence they comprehend under the 
term dvacraces, the entire future condition of 
man. For according to the doctrine of the Jews, 
with which the holy scriptures accord, man is 
not merely in this life a being compounded of 
sense and reason, but he will continue the same 
in the life to come, except only that, in the case 
of the good, there will be none of that prepon- 
derance of sense over reason which has its foun- 
dation in our earthly bodies. Cf. the Essay, 
«‘ De nexu resurrectionis J. C. é mortuis et mor- 
tuorum,” in Scripta Varii Argumenti, Num. ix. 

Thus we find it, for the first time, in the se- 
cond book of Maccabees, where the martyrs are 
made to expresss the hope, by which they were 
consoled, of a coming resurrection—e. g., vil. 9 
eis aiaroy dwaBiaciy Cans nuas Gv Oot NOE by 
and ver. 14, ndaw dvacryocoSar bxd Ocov, and 
dvdoracus cis Cwnv, also verses 23, 29, 36, but 
especially chap. xii. 43—45, where it is said it 
would be foolish to pray for the dead if they did 
not rise again. And so we find, both among the 
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later Jewish and earlier Christian writers, that 
there is no distinction made between immortality 
and the resurrection, but that both are considered 
as the same thing. Vide the passages from the 
Rabbins cited in Schdttgen’s Hor. Heb. ad Joh. 
y. Itis the same frequently in the New Testa- 
ment—e. g., Matt. xxii. 31, where the Gvaoraces 
vexpav is argued from the fact, that God calls 
himself the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
even after their death; although, according to 
our present usage, in which resurrection and 
immortality are distinguished, this fact would 
only prove the continuance of the soul after 
death. Again, 1 Cor. xv. 32, «¢ vexpor ovx 
PyerpovTan, PAyauev xow TUU@MEV, Xe Te Ae But 
wherever dvdoracis od maros, Or capxog is 
spoken of, the resurrection of the body and its 
connexion with the soul are alone intended. 

The Jews, therefore, would regard the resto- 
ration of man as incomplete unless his body 
were restored. They believed the latter essential 
to the entire restitution of man, because in the 
present life he consists of both soul and body. 
And as the body here participates in our virtues 
and vices, and their consequences, so they sup- 
posed it would hereafter participate in our re- 
ward or punishment. Hence they represent the 
intermediate state in which the soul exists with- 
out the body, as an imperfect state. It is com- 
pared by them to nakedness, (and the same is 
done by Plaio,) e. g., in the Chaldaic para- 
phrases, Job, xxxviii. 14, &c. So Paul, od 
yuuvor evpySnoouesa, 2 Cor. v. 2—4. 

The greater part of the Jews formed very 
gross conceptions respecting the rewards and 
enjoyments of the blessed in the future state, and 
many of them perverted the doctrine of the re- 
surrection of the body to suit these conceptions. 
For they were for the most part better acquainted 
with the grosser corporeal pleasures than-with 
the higher spiritual joys, for which indeed they 
had but little taste or capacity. They thus pic- 
tured to themselves the future life as entirely 
resembling the present, except in being exempt 
from all sufferings and unpleasant sensations. 
They believed that men would eat and drink, 
and satisfy their other animal appetites, in the 
same way there as here. Doctrines like these 
were taught by many of the most distinguished 
Rabbins who lived after the time of Christ, and 
even by Maimonides. It is said in Rev. ii. 7, 
and xxii. 2, 14, that the tree of life is placed in 
heaven, and its fruit is there eaten, as the means 
of obtaining immortality. This representation 
is figurative; but many of the Jews understood 
such descriptions literally, and believed in a 
kind of food for angels or gods, like neefar and 
ambrosia. It was against such gross material 
representations, which have no necessary con- 
nexion with this doctrine, but which were often 
associated with it, that the Sadducees directed 
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their wit; and they made these incongruities 
ridiculous. This was their object when they 
proposed to Jesus the case of the woman who 
had several brothers, one after another in suc- 
cession, for husbands, Matthew, xxii. 24, seq. 

. Others, better instructed, separated from their 
conceptions of the future state these grosser in- 
dulgences, and thus escaped this ridicule. They 
taught that we shall hereafter possess a more 
refined body, which will not be dependent for its 
nourishment upon food, and which will not pro- 
pagate the race. This was the opinion of most 
of the Pharisees at the time of Christ, and the 
same was afterwards maintained by most of the 
Jewish teachers. For when Christ said that 
‘the risen saints would not marry, but be as the 
angels of God,”’ the Pharisees entirely assented, 
Matt. xxii. 30, coll. Luke, xx. 39, and the texts 
cited from the Rabbins in Wetstein on Matt. 
xxii. 30. With regard to the use of food, Paui 
says expressly that it will entirely cease in the 
future world, @cds xovniay xau Bpduara xarapynoee 
—i. e., he will take them away, and enable us 
to do without them. 

The doctrine of the resurrection of the body 
was therefore common among the Jews at the 
time of Christ and the apostles. Vide Matt. 
xxii.; Luke, xx.; Acts, xxiii. 6—8.. So, in 
John, xi. 24, the Jewess Martha speaks of the 
resurrection of the dead as a thing well known 
and undoubted. Josephus indeed (Ant. xviii. 
2) expresses himself doubtfully with regard to 
the Pharisees—* they believe that the soul is 
immortal, and can easily return to life (dvaS3te- 
oow) 3”? and again, (Bell. Jud. ii. 7,) «they 
maintain that the souls of the pious pass into 
other bodies, (ueraSavew ets Erepov odpua.)’’ 
Here Josephus, in his usual manner, so repre- 
sents designedly the Jewish doctrine, that the 
Greeks and Romans, to whom the resurrection 
of the body appeared absurd, should suppose 
the transmigration of souls to be intended, while 
at the same time the Jews should understand 
that the resurrection of the dead was spoken of. 
But from the texts cited from the New Testa- 
ment, it appears that the Pharisees, like the 
other Jews, believed in a resurrection. 
opinion that the wicked Ww not réééive a 
body in the future world: Josephus says, in the 
passage cited, that even the Pharisees believed 
that the souls of the wicked would hot pass into 
other bodies, (i. e.) that the wicked would not 
rise again,) but that they would be eternally 
punished. It may perhaps be that this was 
taught by some at the time of Josephus; but 
during the first century it was the more prevail- 
ing belief, even among the Pharisees, that both 
the righteous and the wicked would share in 
the coming resurrection. For in Acts, xxiv 
15, Paul says expressly that he agrees with the 
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Phetisees and other Jews (in opposition to the 
Sadducees) in maintaining the dvdoracw, and 
that not only of the righteous, but also of the 
wicked (S:xacwr ce xac Gdixwv.) But frequent 
traces of this opinion are to be found in the 
Chaldaic Paraphrases, and in the writings of 
the Rabbins after the time of Christ, although 
it never became general among the Jews. This 
opinion came naturally from the idea that the 
happiness of the good would be incomplete 
without the body; and so it was made a part 
of the wretchedness of the wicked not to come 
again into possession of a body. Another cause 
of this opinion is the allegorical explanation 
which they gave to some passages in the Old 
Testament—e. g., Ps. i. 5, nwa u21-xd, Sept. 
obx dvastyoorras ot doeBers. Indeed, many main- 
tained the entire annihilation of the wicked, 
both as to soul and body. Vide Theod. Das- 
sovii Dissert. qua Judzor. de resurrectione mor- 
tuorum sententia explicatur, c. 4; also Menasse 
ben Israel, De Resur. Mort., |. iii.; Amst. 1636, 
where many of the Jewish fancies respecting 
the resurrection of the dead are collected toge- 
ther. This opinion respecting the non-resur- 
rection of the wicked has found advocates even 
among Christian writers, especially of the Soci- 
nian party. 

Note.—The term dvacrnvas éx vexpav is used 
once in the New Testament to denote the return 
of a departed soul to the world, and its re-ap- 
pearance in its supposed body of shade—viz., 
Luke, xvi. 31, coll. ver. 27, 28, 30; like the 
sense in which the phrase al inferis exsistere is 
sometimes used. 

(3) Since the doctrine of the future resurrec- 
tion of the body was not very plainly taught in 
the books of Moses, or elsewhere in the Old 
Testament, (as it seems not to have been fully 
revealed in those earlier ages,) it is not to be 
wondered at that some of the Jews took occa- 
sion, or derived a pretext from this, either to 
deny this doctrine, or to doubt respecting it. 
This was done not merely by the Sadducees, 
who denied in general that the soul of man is 
of a nature different from his body, and that it 
can continue after death, (vide Acts, xxiii. 8, 
seq., and Josephus, in the passage before cited,) 
on the ground tha ‘ine ts“not ‘taught 
by Moses, or in all the Old Testament; but also 
by other Jews, especially those, it seems, who 
Hadimbibed the Grecian (the Pythagorean or 
Platonic) philosophy, or who at any rate enter- 
tained ideas respecting the body similar to those 
taught in this philosophy, making it a prison for 


the soul, from which it is freed by death when | 


it returns to God. ¥ 

Thus, according to Josephus, (Bell. Jud. ii. 
7,) did the Essenes believe. They seem, there- 
fore, not to have maintained the resurrection of 
the body, although they believed in the immor- 
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tality of the soul. Even Joseptas carefully 
avoids the words dvaoracs and dyioenuc-when 
he describes the doctrines of the Pharisees and 
Sadducees, and expresses himself ambiguously, 
in order not to displease the Greeks and Ro- 
mans, for whom he principally wrote, and to 
whom the doctrine of the resurrection of the 
body would appear not only new, but, according 
to the principles of the philosophy prevailing 
among them, offensive and absurd.: And so 
Paul was ridiculed at Athens by the Grecian 
philosophers when he taught the resurrection 
of the dead, Acts, xvii. 32, coll. xxvi. 6—8, 
and ver. 23,24. Ata later period, Lucian and 
Celsus employed their wit against the same 
doctrine in Origen and others; and Pliny says, 
(Hist. Nat. ii. 7,) that if it is impossible for 
God to destroy himself, it is equally impossible 
for him, mortules xternitate dunare, et in vitam 
revocare defunctos. ‘There have always been 
scme among the modern Jews who have been 
inclined to the doctrine of the Sadducees, and 
who have frequently been opposed by the Rabe 
bins. Vide Wetstein on Matt. xxii. 


SECTION CLII. 


THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE RESPECTING THE RE- 
SURRECTION OF THE BODY. 


I. What Christ and the Apostles have done for this 
Doctrine, and respecting the Doubts of some 
Christians. 


Ar the time of Christ and the apostles this 
doctrine had already become prevalent _among 
the Jews,..s..151, IL, although it was not 
clearly revealed in their older religious books. 
Through Christ it was now for the first time 
distinctly established anew, and revealed on 
divine authority. In those very discourses of 
our Saviour in which he designs to prove him- 
self divine in the highest sense, he plainly and 
definitely brings forward this doctrine as’a con- 
stituent part of his religious system—e. g., 
Matthew, xxii.; John, v., viii., xi. Without 
this explanation and positive assurance on his 
part and that of his disciples, this doctrine 
would still have been doubtful. But those who 


Christ*and his apostles, however, corrected 
the false notions on this subject, which at that: 
time prevailed among at least a large portion of 
the Jews, and made the whole matter more ob- 
vious and intelligible. But this doctrine has 
derived a special interest and demonstration 
from the fact that it is placed in the most Intl- 
mate connexion with the history of the person 
of Christ, and that he is represented as the one 
to whom we are indebted for this benefit. It is. 
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most intimately ecnnected with his death, his 
resurrection, and his exalted state in heaven. 
Vide s. 119, ad finem, and s. 120, I. The 
apostles rested the doctrine of our resurrection 
mainly upon that of Christ, (cf. 1 Cor. xv.; 1 
Thess. iv. 14;) they preached through Jesus 
(év 76 "Ijoov) the resurrection of the dead, Acts, 
iv. 2; and hence they call him the first that rose 
from the dead; Acts, xxvi. 23; 1 Cor. xv. 20, 
et alibi. And from this Paul argues that if it is 
acknowledged that Christ rose from the dead, 
there can be no reason to deny or think it impos- 
sible that there should be a general resurrection 
of all men, 1 Cor. xv. 12, seq. Cf. Mosheim, 
Diss. ‘* Qua docetur Christum Resurrectionem 
Mortuorum Corporum, Qualem Christiani Cre- 
dunt, e Tenebris in Lucem Revocasse et De- 
monstrasse,”’ in his Dissertations «Ad Hist. 
Eccl. Pertinent,”’ vol. ii. p. 586. Cf. also the 
Essay, “‘De Nexu Resurrectionis Christi e 
Mortuis et Mortuorum,” in “Scripta Varii Ar- 
gumentii,”’ Num. ix. 

But this doctrine has been doubted. or denied 
by many Christians in modern times. 

(1) It appears from 1 Cor. xv. and 2 Timo- 
thy, ii. 18, that even during the life of the apos- 
tles there were Christians to whom this doctrine 
seemed doubtful, if they did not wholly deny 
it, because it did not accord with their precon- 
ceived opinions, althoush it cannot be shewn 
that they at the same time denied the immorta- 
lity of the soul. ‘These may have been either 
Gentile converts (for this doctrine was pecu- 
liarly offensive to the heathen, vide s. 151, ad 
finem,) or converts from Judaism, who had 
agreed on this point with the Essenes or the 
Sadducees. To the latter class belong Hyme- 
neus and Philetus, réyorres ryv dvaoracw 7d 
yeyovevace They probably understood the term 
dvacracis, as used in the Old Testament and by 
Christ, to signify the ¢ntroduction of a person into 
a better state, or improvement of life. Vide s. 
151, I. This they supposed was already ac- 
complished by Christ, and that a resurrection 
in the literal sense is not to be looked for. 
Hence Paul endeavours (1 Cor. xv.) in part to 
obviate the objections of the Sadducees and 
Gentiles, and in part to separate and distinguish 
the true doctrine from the gross and earthly 
conceptions of many of the Jews. 

Still the opinion that there will be no restora- 
tion of the body has always found place among 
some Christians, especially among the Gnos- 
tics, who were led to reject this doctrine by 
their views respecting matter, and by their 
method of interpreting scripture. So thought 
Manes, in the third century, and his numerous 
follawers in after times; also the Priscillianists 
in Spain; likewise Hierax at the commence- 
ment of the fourth century, who would allow 
of only a spiritual resurrection, or a resurrection 
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of the sou]. And so in all succeeding ages 
there have always been those among Christians 
who have either secretly doubted oropenly reject- 
ed this doctrine. Cf. Dr. Hammer, Mortuorum 
in Vitam Revocatio, Sermonibus Christi Histori- 
cx Interpretationis ope Vindicata; Lips. 1794. 
(2) In modern times, many protestant theo- 
logians—e. g., Eckermann, Henke, Ammon, 
&c.—have endeavoured to explain away from 
the New Testament the d.ctrine of the resur- 
rection of the dead, notwithstanding the many 
clear passages by which it is supported. They 
have maintained that this dogma is no part of 
the Christian system. It was, in their view, 
through mere condescension to the prevailing 
opinions of the Jews that Christ and the apos- 
tles employed the common language on this 
point, which must accordingly be understood 
in a different sense—viz., a sense agreeing with 
the philosophical ideas prevailing in the nine- 
teenth century. There is not, however, the | 
remotest hint, in all the words of Christ and 
the apostles, that they meant to be understood 
figuratively ; and if this method of interpretation 
were adopted, nothing of the Christian system 
would be left behind. That the words of Christ 
and the apostles are to be understood literally 
on this subject is plain from this, that it is af- 
firmed of Christ that he himself now possesses 
a body in his heavenly state in the kingdom of 
the blessed, and that we shall hereafter resem- 
ble him in this respect, and possess a body 
which will be like his glorious body, s. 153. 


II. Biblical Representation. 


The principal texts of scripture which relate 
to this subject are, John, v. 21—29; vi. 39, 
40; Matthew, xxii. 23, seq.; 1 Cor. xv.; Acts, 
xxiv. 14, 15; 1 Thess. iv. 13; Phil. iii. 21. 
With regard to the principal points taught in 
these passages, we remark, 

(1) The raising of the dead is ascribed ex- 
pressly to Christ, and it is represented as the 
last work which will be undertaken by him for 
the salvation of man. Paul says, 1 Cor. xv. 
22, seq., “As through Adam all die, so through 
Christ shall all be made alive; through him 
shall death, the last enemy, be conquered; and 
then shall his work as Messiah be completed, 
and he will lay down his government.” Christ 
himself said that he had received power for this 
purpose from the Father; John, v. 21, «The 
dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and 
live. For as the Father Cun» tyee év éavre (i. 
e., is the original source of all life, and pos- 
sesses, as Creator, all-quickening power) he 
hath given to the Son also power to quicken the 
dead.’? And in John, xi. 25, where he is about 
to raise the lifeless body of Lazarus, he says 
respecting himself, that he is 7 dvacracts xa a 
San, the one who would raise the body, and 
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give life to the dead. Cf. 1 Thess. iv. 14, and 
Rev. i. 18, Byer xasts tov dSov xai tov Savarov. 

(2) Ail the dead will hereafter be raised, with- 
Dut respect to age, rank, or moral character in 
this world. So the New Testament teaches 
throughout; especially in opposition to the opi- 
nions of some Jews, s. 151, Il. 2, ad finem, 
coll. s. 120, I. 2, note. Sol Cor. xv. 22, éy 
"Adam martes dnoSvjsxover, to Which is opposed 
év Xpuotq wavres CworornSjoorrar. Acts, xxiv. 
15, dvacracts vexpay Sixavov re xal ddixav. And 
Christ himself says, John, v. 28, 29, ** All who 
are in their graves shall hear the voice of the 
Son of man, and those who have done well 
EXMOPEVEOVT UL ELS GAOT ALY Cans, (i. ey ets Sanv,) 
those who have done evil, eis dvaoracw xploews. 
This was a common mode of speech among the 
Jews, (vide Mace. vii. 14, coll. xii. 43, dvdoracts 
zig Cwzv,) which is obviously taken from Dan. 
xii. 2. 

(3) The resurrection of the body, however, 
will not take place before the end of the world, 
or the general judgment. This, too, was the 
common doctrine of the Jews at the time of 
Christ; hence Martha says, John, xi. 24, «that 
she knows her brother will rise at the last day, 
(ev ry éoxaty juépg.)’’ And this opinion is 
everywhere confirmed by Christ. In John, v. 
21, he not only connects the resurrection and 
judgment most intimately together, but in John, 
vi. 39, 40, he expressly promises his followers, 
avocryow [ets Sugy] gv ty éoxary nuépa. And 
so in 1 Cor. xv. 22—28, the resurrection is 
placed in obvious connexion with the xapovova 
of Christ, after which the end of the world 
will immediately come; and in 1 Thess. iv. 15, 
it is said that those who survive the zapovoray 
of Christ wil] not attain either sooner or Jater to 
the enjoyment of heavenly blessedness than 
xouunsévtes; but that the dead and living will 
meet Christ at the same time, that they may be 
for ever with him. Cf. Rev. xx. 11, seq. The 
resurrection of the dead, then, will take place 
when the Christian church on earth shall cease ; 
but this, according to the clear declarations of 
Christ, shall last until the end of the world. 

This cannot be reconciled with the hypothe- 
sis of Priestley, who attempts to shew that the 
resurrection will take place immediately after 
death. The same hypothesis has been advo- 
cated in a work entitled, « Auferstehung der 
Todten nach der eigentlichen Lehre Jesu 
Christi,” by Joh. Fr. des Cotes, court preacher 
at Nassau; and still better in the “* Beytragen 
zur Beférderung des verniinftigen Denkens in 
der Religion,” 2tes, Heft, s. 76, f., and 3tes, 
Heft, s. 39, f. It is indeed true that the disem- 

‘hodied existence of the soul beyond the grave 
is comprehended in the writings of the Jews 
and of the New Testament, under the term 
ivasracs: but this is not all which is comprised 


in this term; and the dydoraots will not be com- 
plete and perfect until the body also is raised 
Vide s. 151, II. 2. 

Again; these Pauline texts are opposed ty 
the opinion of the Chiliasts, that there is a two- 
fold resurrection; an earlier, that of the pious, 
and a later, that of the wicked, or of the hea- 
then. An draoraces npwry 1s, indeed, mentioned 
in Rev, xx. 5, 6, but the phrase admits easily 
of another interpretation. 

(4) As to the manner in which the resurrec- 
tion will take place, the New Testament gives 
us no definite information by which our curio- 
sity can be wholiy satisfied; and this, doubt- 
less, because such information could be neither 
intelligible to us nor of any use. The whole 
matter lies beyond the sphere of our knowledge. 
In speaking on this subject, Christ and the 
apostles sometimes make use of expressions 
which are figurative, (and of such there were 
many current among the Jews,) and sometimes 
they content themselves with proving the possi- 
bility and intelligibleness of the thing, in oppo- 
sition to doubters and seoffers, and with making 
it plain by examples. 

(a) Among the more figurative representa- 
tions and expressions, at least among those in 
which there is some intermixture of what is 
figurative, the representation contained in John, 
v., is commonly reckoned—viz., the representa- 
tion that the voice of Christ will penetrate the 
graves in order to awaken the dead. The image 
is here that of a sleeper who is aroused by a 
loud call; and some understand the representa- 
tion as so entirely figurative that they exclude 
any audible or perceptible sound. It cannot, 
however, be shewn that Christ meant to ex- 
clude these. For in the resurrection of Laza- 
rus, of the young man at Nain, and the daugh- 
ter of Jairus, the voice of Christ was heard by 
them, and was the means of raising them to 
life. Still the voice, merely as such, is not the 
efficient cause of the work, but the almighty 
power accompanying it; and so it is said of 
God, when he produces any éffect by his cre- 
ative power, that he speaks, his voice sounds forth. 

The Jews supposed that the dead would be 
awakened by the sound of a trumpet. Traces 
of this opinion are to be found in the Chaldaic 
paraphrasts. At first this representation be- 
longed only to the figurative phraseology of 
prophecy; for the people were commonly as- 
sembled by the sound of the trumpet, as was 
the case in the assembling at Sinai; and, in 
general, a trumpet was used to give signs and 
signals—e. g., for an onset in battle, &c. Af- 
terwards, this representation was literally un- 
derstood, and the size of the trumpet was sup- 
posed to be a thousand yards, and that it was 
blown seven times. Vide Wetstein and Sem- 
ler on 1 Cor. xv. 52. In this passage Paul usee 
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she term ay oydey cormuyye, (saardoee yap,)— 
vexpor éyepSqoovrar. The same poetic phrase- 
ology is employed in 1 Thess. iv. 16, « Christ 
will come with a shout, with the voice of the 
archangel, and 4» oaanuyys cov (the trump 
given him by God), xac ot vexpor dvacrjsovrat.”” 

In this representation there is much, indeed, 
which is figurative, and which belongs to the 
prophetic imagery, (as in Matt. xxiv. and in 
the Apocalypse,) and we are not now able to 
determine the meaning of all the particular traits 
in this picture. But the great thought which 
we must hold fast is very obvious—viz., Christ 
will solemnly and visibly appear in his majesty, 
and by his divine power raise all the dead. In 
other passages this truth is literally expressed— 
e. g., Phil. iii. 21, where it is said that Christ 
will do this by the power by which he is able 
to subdue all things to himself—i. e., by his 
évépysva, his omnipotence, which surmounts all 
difficulties and hindrances, and brings to pass 
what appears to men impossible. 

(b) The possibility of the resurrection of the 
dead is illustrated by Paul, in opposition to 
those who regarded it as impossible or contra- 
dictory, 1 Cor. xv. 35, seq., by comparing it 
with events of common occurrence in the natu- 
ral world, which seem to us less wonderful 
only because they are common. * How is it 
possible,” it was asked, * that the dead should 
be raised?” (was éyetpovtav vexpot.) He re- 
plies: «*The grain of corn cast into the ground 
cannot rise (Cwonoecrav) until it die,” (anoSavy, 
vide John, xii. 24.) This appears unintelligi- 
ble; and we should regard it as impossible if 
we did not see it actually accomplished. Why 
then should not God be able to raise men, and 
from their present bodies to produce others? 
This is a fine comparison to illustrate the pos- 
sibility of this event. Again; he shews, by the 
example of Christ, that the dead can be raised, 
ver. 12—14, And so the apostles always—e. 
g., Acts, iv. 2, xavayyéarew vy 7@ "Incov env 
Gractacw vexpav. Cf, Morus, Diss. Inaug. ad 
1 Cor. xv. 35—55; Lipsia, 1782. 

Note.—Many modern writers also have en- 
deavoured in various other ways to shew the 
possibilily of the resurrection, and in this have 
availed themselves of the observations of natu- 
ralists. The common fault with these compa- 
risons is, that either the alleged facts are untrue 
and imaginary, or have nothing resembling the 
resurrection, It must be considered a fault of 
the first kind, to endeavour, as Fecht, Von 
Frankenau, and others, have done, to illustrate 
the resurrection by the alleged palingenesia of 
plants, or their restoration from their ashes, by 
means of a chemical process, which, in fact, is 
nothing more than an exhibition of the image 

. i=) 
of the plant. Vide Wiegleb, Natiirliche Magie, 
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It is a fault of the other class to apply to this 
subject the observation, that there is only one 
mass of matter upon the earth, and that nothing 
is lost, nothing perishes, but still revives again, 
only under forms which are ever new. But 
this revivification is very different from the re- 
surrection of the dead; for in the former case 
there is no consciousness of the previous state. 
The inanimate body of a man may furnish nour- 
ishment to a beast of prey or to a vegetable, 
so that its parts will become incorporated with 
those of the beast or the plant, and contribute 
to their nourishment and growth ; but is this re- 
surrection? The principal thing in the resur- 
rection is the reunion of the soul with the body. 

But if these attempts have not succeeded, it 
is equally vain to attempt, by reasons @ priorz, 
to prove the impossibility of the restoration of 
the body. Respecting the question, whether 
our souls will remain after death without a 
body, nothing can be definitely determined by 
philosophy; but the negative opinion is not 
only liable to no philosophical objection, but has 
in its favour this fact, which is universally ob- 
served, that the different species of beings are 
not essentially altered, or as it were made anew, 
through all the changes to which they are sub- 
ject, but still preserve their peculiar and cha- 
racteristic features; so that the wonderful gra- 
dation in the works of God is preserved unbroken. 
Thus there are beings wholly spiritual, (as the 
angels are described to be in the scriptures ;)} 
there are beings composed of reason and sense, 
(as men, and perhaps many in other worlds ;) 
and, finally, there are animate beings, consist- 
ing wholly of sense, and having no moral na- 
ture, (such as the beasts.) Since, now, the 
latter class subsists by itself, and is so separate 
from the foregoing that there is no example of 
a mere animal becoming a rational being, it may 
from this analogy be expected that it will be the 
same with man, and that, even in the future 
world, he will not become a merely spiritual 
being, but remain, as now, compounded of spirit 
and matter, and consequently will hereafter be- 
come again possessed of a body. 


SECTION CLI. 


DOCTRINE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT RESPECTING 
THE NATURE OF THE BODY WHICH WE SHALL 
RECEIVE AT THE RESURRECTION 3 AND THE OPI- 
NIONS O# THEOLOGIANS ON THIS POINT. 


I. Difference of the Future Body from the Present. 


Tuar there is a difference between the two 
in respect to their entire constitution and tho 
objects of their existence, we are taught by the 
New Testament. ‘The body received at the re- 
surrection will be zmmortal, and is designed for 
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an entirely different world from the present. 
The chief characteristic of the resurrection-body 
is placed by the New Testament in its a@3ap- 
ova, and its other excellences are derived from 


One of the most important texts on this sub- 
ject is L Cor. xv. 50, cap§ xai alua Baccrccar 
Grov xArjporouery ov Svvarai—i. e., man, in the 
present imperfect state of his body, (Theodoret 
well says, 7 8»n77 ptots,) is incapable of hea- 
venly bliss. For the mortal body (@Sopa—i. 
€., soua pSaptov,) cannot partake of eternal 
life, (4@Sapoca, immortality.) Blood, according 
to the conception of the whole ancient world, 
is found only among men and other animals 
who are nourished by the food of our earth, and 


not among the immortals, who do not taste of. 


this food. ‘The gods, therefore, in the opinion 
of the ancient Greeks, had no blood, (they were 
dvaiwoves,) and were immortal, because they ate 
no bread and drank no wine. 

in Homer, (Il. v. 341, seq., vi. 142,) men are 
ealled, in opposition to the gods, Bporoi, those 
who eat the fruit of the field. The body of the 
gods was regarded by them as a true body, and 
in human form, but only framed more perfectly, 
and from a finer material; it was by no means 
that shadowy body ascribed to departed souls. 
Vide s. 150, s. 66, II. And so was the body of 
those raised up at the last day conceived of, as 
no mere shadowy form, but as a true body, 
though without flesh and blood. 

The Greeks supposed that their gods ate a 
food peculiar to themselves, nectar and ambro- 
sia; and so the great multitude of the Jews 
supposed that those who are raised to be inha- 
bitants of heaven partake of a kind of heavenly 
food. Vide s. 151, II. 2, and s. 59, II., respect- 
ing angels. There have always been Chris- 
tians who have maintained the same thing; and 
even in modern times some have expressed 
themselves at least doubtfully on this point—e. 
er Michaelis. But the passage, 1 Cor. vi. 13, 
(already cited, s. 151,) teaches exactly the con- 
trary. ‘The gods of the Greeks were supposed 
to marry and to indulge in the sexual propensi- 
ties; and some Jews imagined the same thing 
with regard to the angels and those raised from 
the dead; but this idea is rejected by Christ, 
Matt. xxii. 30. Cf. the sections before cited. 

Here, then, is a separation between what is 
true and false in the prevailing popular concep- 
tions, which is worthy of notice. In these con- 
ceptions, there is often much which is true, and 
the germ of truth, which is fully developed. But 
the learned often mistake in rejecting certain 
ideas merely because they are the common con- 
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ceptions of the people. Notso Christ; he only 
distinguishes between what is false and true in 
these conceptions. 

Respecting the nature of the heavenly body, 
and its difference from the earthly, Paul ex- 
presses himself very fully in 1 Cor. xv. 35, seq., 
Mog oamate Epyovrac; sc. é sepuleris. (a) He 
takes a comparison from a grain of wheat, from 
which an entirely new body is developed, whose 
form and properties are very different from 
those of the seed sown. (5) God makes mate- 
rial things in very different forms and with dif- 
ferent constitutions, on account of their differ- 
ent destination. The body of fishes, of birds, 
and of beasts, is not the same; their nature and 
attributes are wholly different, ver. 39—41. 
And so must our heavenly body be organized 
differently from the earthly, because it has a 
different end. (c) The heavenly body will have 
great pre-eminence over the earthly. Ver. 42, 
seq., omemperar (i. e€., sepelitur, se. capa) év 
pSopa—i. €., PSaprov, perishable. The sequel 
is to be explained in the same way: for éy 
aruua read ariudy, deformed, disfigured ; dosevés, 
feeble, powerless ; Ywyvx0, carnal, animal; be- 
cause in this life the animal propensities must 
be indulged. But when it is raised it will be 
a body ev agSapoia—i. e., apSaprov, zmmortal, 
indestructible ; évdoSor, beautified, glorious; Sv- 
varoy, strong and mighly ; and nvevwarixor, spt- 
ritual, exempt from everything which is imper- 
fect in the material body ;—in short, our earthly 
body is, like Adam’s, from the earth, (ex yns, 
yoixoy 3) the future body will, like that which 
Christ now possesses, be a heavenly body, (é 
ovpavov. ) 

And here Paul makes the observation, that 
Christ had not at first (xpazov, while he here 
lived upon the earth,) that more perfect spiri- 
tual body, (nvevporixov,) but that which was 
natural (dvyixov,) and afterwards (tmevra, after 
his ascent to heaven) that which was spiritual. 
Therefore he did not possess it immediately 
after his resurrection, while he was yet upon 
the earth, for he then ate and drank, John, xxi., 
but he first received it when he passed into the 
heavens. Cf. s. 97, II. 

That our body will be like that of Christ is 
plainly taught, ver. 49; gopécouen tyv ecxdva tov 
éxovpariov [Xpuorov]; and still more plainly, 
Phil. iii, 21, Christ will transform (nevaoyn- 
warioec) our earthly perishable body (apa ra- 
newasews) into the resemblance of his heavenly 
body, (owa Sof.) Cf. Rom. vi. 9. This 
heavenly body is commonly called glorified, for 
so SeSoSacuévov is translated. This translation, 
however, may give occasion to unfounded ac- 
cessory conceptions with regard to the splen- 
dour &¢. of the heavenly body. The simple 
idea conveyed by this expression is, glortous, 
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excellent, perfected, ennobled. Vide Morus, p. 
292, n. 8. 

Those who are alive at the last day will not 
mdeed die, like other men, s. 147, II. Still, 
according to the doctrine of Paul, their bodies 
must undergo a change, like that which it was 
necessary for the earthly body of Christ to ex- 
perience before it entered the heavens. Vide 
1 Cor. xv. 51, ndvres piv o® (non sollicitanda 
lectio,) xouunSnooueda, mares dé GAAOYNOOMESA— 
i. e., their bodies must be changed, in order 
that they may be adapted to their future desti- 
nation and abode, and be no more perishable 
and destructible. For the mortal body must 
become immortal, ver. 53, coll. 2 Cor. v. 4; 
1 Thess. iv. 15, seq. In Phil. iii. 21, this 
change is expressed by the word peracyquace- 
few. Some of the Jews also appear to have 
maintained that such a change would take place 
- with those alive at the last day. Vide Wetstein 
on 1 Cor. xv. 54. 

Such is the doctrine which we are plainly 
taught in the New Testament respecting the 
constitution of our future body. Let not, there- 
fore, the Christian doctrine be charged with all 
the absurdities and fancies which dreaming 
heads have suggested respecting the nature, 
form, size, and uses of the spiritual body, nor 
with the fictions even of some theologians re- 
Specting corpore pellucido, penetranti, illocali, 
invisibili, prafulgido, impalpabili, &e. From 
the texts already cited, as well as from others, 
it is plain that the more perfect body which we 
shall hereafter receive will contribute very much 
to our heavenly blessedness, as, on the other 
hand, our present frail body greatly conduces 
to our present suffering and imperfection. But 
how far our glorified body will affect our future 
blessedness cannot be definitely determined 
from the holy scriptures. Vide Morus, p. 299, 
300, s. 10. 

Note.—The Bible says indeed plainly, that 
the bodies even of the wicked will be again 
raised, but it nowhere informs us particularly 
what their nature and state will be. The first 
Christian teachers, however, imagined without 
doubt that their state would be such as to ag- 
gravate the sufferings of the wicked; as they 
supposed, on the other hand, that the body 
which the righteoms would receive would con- 
tribute to the heightening of their joys and 
blessedness, 


Il. Identity of the Future with the Present Body. 

Notwithstanding the difference between the 
body which we now have and that which we 
shall possess hereafter, it is still taught in the 
schools of theology that our future body will 
be, in substance, the same with the present. 
Vide Morus, p. 291, seq., s. 3, note 6. This, 
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however, is denied by some, who maintain that 
the body which believers will receive at the re 
surrection will be entirely new, of a totally dif 
ferent kind, and not having a particle of the 
present body belonging to it. So in modern 
times have some Socinian theologians taught 5 
also Burnet in his work, De Statu Mortuorum 
et Resurgentium, c. 9; likewise Less, in his 
««Praktische Dogmatik,” and others. They 
ground their opinion upon the fact that the parts 
of our body in the process of time, and in the 
ordinary course of nature, became incorporated 
with many thousand other human bodies. To 
which, therefore, they ask, of all these thou- 
sand, do they appropriately belong? And if 
every human body should again receive all the 
parts which ever belonged to it, it would be a 
monster. 

In order to obviate these difficulties, it is justly 
remarked by others, that there is no reason to 
suppose that each and every part of the earthly 
body will be hereafter raised, but only that its 
finer elementary materials will be restored. For 
the grosser parts of the body, which appear to 
exist only for the filling out of the whole, and 
for holding it together, (like the stones for fill- 
ing up in a building,) are in constant flux, and 
fall off from the body while yet it cannot be said 
that we have lost our body or received a new 
one. In respect to these grosser parts, our body 
in early childhood was totally different from our 
present body, and in old age it will be different 
from that which we now have. Still we call it, 
through these different periods, our body, and 
regard itas being the same. In common language, 
we say, with our eyes we have seen, or with these 
hands we have done, what took place twenty or 
thirty years ago. In this way we may speak 
of identity in a more general and popular sense, 
and, understood in this sense, the identity of the 
body through all the periods of its existence 
may be spoken of without impropriety. It is 
not implied in this that the body will be here- 
after constituted of precisely the same materials 
which it here possesses, nor that it will again 
have the same form, limbs, and organs, which it 
now has, but that, from all the parts of which 
our present body is composed, the most fit and 
the most noble will be chosen by God, and of 
these the heavenly body will be constructed. 

What conceptions the first Christian teachers 
formed as to the manner of this, we cannot 
clearly ascertain; nor is it possible that, while 
we remain upon the earth, we should be able to 
understand this matter fully. So much, how- 
ever, is plain, that the inspired teachers did not 
believe that an entirely new body would be 
hereafter created for us, but that there would be 
a kind of identity, in the popular sense of the 
term, between the heavenly and earthly body. 
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Such is the implication of the terms so often 
employed by them, to awaken or call forth the 
dead from their graves, (vide John, v. 28, 29 :) 
also of the representation that the sea and Sheol 
should give up their dead, Rev. xx. 13, seq.; 
and especially of the passage, 1 Cor. xv. 35—38. 
It is here plainly implied, that the present mor- 
tal body contains the germ of the heavenly body, 
in the same way as the germ of the plant lies in 
the seed, frora which, after it is dissolved and 
dead in the earth, the plant is developed, and, 
as it were, raised to life. Hence, according to 
Paul, the future body has at least as much in 
common with the present as a plant has with 
the seed from which it springs. It will be still 
the same body which we shall hereafter possess, 
only beautified and ennobled (uerasyruarifo- 
usvoy,) Phil. iii. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 42, 52,53. This 
is thus expressed by theologians: there will be 
a renovation of one and the same substance, 
end not the production of a wholly new mate- 
rial. Vide Morus, p. 291, 292, note 6, ad s. 3. 
Some modern writers have endeavoured to illus- 
trate this matter by the application to it of the 
whole of Bonnet’s Theory of Development; 
but this is not contained in the words of Paul, 
although his doctrine bears some resemblance 
to it. 

The church-fathers are not entirely unanimous 
in their opinions respecting the identity of the 
body. ‘The earlier fathers gave no very definite 
opinion on the subjeet, but contented themselves 
with saying in general that we should receive 
again the same body; so Justin the Martyr, and 
Athenagoras, and Tertullian, in their books, De 
Resurrectione. They appear, however, to have 
had rather gross conceptions on this subject. 
Origen, in the third century, was the first who 
philosophized with regard to the heavenly body, 
and undertook to determine accurately respecting 
its nature. He defended the resurrection of the 
body against those who denied it, and taught at 
the same time that the substance of the human 
body—the essential and characteristic form by 
which it is to be discerned and distinguished 
from others—remains unaltered. He also con- 
troverted the opinion of some who supposed that 
those who are raised will again be invested with 
the same gross, material body as before. It was 
his opinion that the grosser parts will be sepa- 
rated, and that only the germ or fundamental 
material for the new body will be furnished by 
the old. He and others expressed their views 
by the following formula—viz., we shall here- 
after have oaua rovro (idem) mév, aan’ od rovovro 
(ejusmodi,) De Prin. ii. 10. : ; 

But such a statement was far from being satis- 
factory to many at that period, and especially to 
the gross Chiliasts. They wished to keep alive 
~ the hope of having still the same flesh as at pre- 
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sent, in order to their eating, drinking, é&c. So 
Nepos, Methodius, Theophilus of Alexandria, 
and others. With these Hieronymus, in the 
fourth century, agreed, and opposed the opinion 
of Origen, contending that the same body woula 
be raised, with the same limbs and nerves, and 
with flesh and blood in the proper sense, and 
even with distinction of sex, although he did no, 
indeed, affirm that the animal and sexual appe- 
tites would be indulged in the heavenly world. 
Epiphanius, however, who was a declared oppo- 
nent of Origen, says expressly that the bodies 
of the raised must have teeth, since otherwise 
they could not eat. What kind of food they 
would have he did not pretend to say, but left 
for God to determine. 

The opinion of Origen was adopted, in the 
fourth century, by Gregory of Nazianzen, Basi- 
lius, Chrysostom, and all the opponents of the 
Chiliasts. ‘Those who maintained the resurrec- 
tion of the body in its grosser parts were all, 
with the exception of Hieronymus, Chiliasts. 
The opponents of Origen, among the Greeks and 
Latins, began now to insist, that not merely the 
resurrection of the body (corporis) should be 
taught, but also carnis (crasse.) The older fa- 
thers used corpus and caro interchangeably (as 
was also done in the older symbols), and in- 
tended by the use of these terms to denote only 
that there would be no new creation of a body, 
since both of these terms, according to the He- 
brew usus loquendt, are synonymes; as when we 
speak, in reference to the Lord’s Supper, of the 
corpus and caro Christi. But since the term 
caro implies, according to the same idiom, the 
associated idea of weakness and mortality, it was 
abandoned by many who wished to use language 
with more precision, and instead of it, the phrase 
resurrectic corporis was adopted. It was on this 
account that the Chiliasts insisted so much the 
more urgently upon retaining the terms oap§ 
and caro. 

Note.—Works on this subject, Cotta, Theses 
Theol. de Novissimis, in Specie de Resurrec- 
tione Mortuorum; Tub. 1762. Hermann, Pflug, 
Beweiss der Méglichkeit und Gewissheit der 
Auferstehung der Todten, 1738. On the history 
of this doctrine, besides the works of Hody and 
Burnet, cf. Ge. Calixtus, De Immortalitate 
Animi et Resurrectione Carnis, and especially, 
W. A. Teller, Fidei Dogmatis de Resurrectione 
Carnis, per quartuor priora secula enarratio ; 
Halle and Helmstadt, 1766, 8vo; with which, 
however, the student should compare the addi- 
tions and corrections made by Ernesti in his 
«¢ Neues Theol. Bibliothek,” b. ix. s, 221—244. 
(Cf. Hahn, Lehrbuch, s, 658, s. 152. Nean 
der, All. K. Geschichte, b. i. Abth. iii. s, 1088, 
and especially 1096; also b, ‘i. Abth. ili. s 
1404—1410.—Tr. ] 
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SECTION CLIV. 


@ THE LAST APPEARING OF CHRIST BEFORE THE 
END OF THE WORLD; THE VARIOUS OPINIONS ON 
THIS SUBJECT 3; ALSO RESPECTING THE MILLEN- 
NIAL KINGDOM, AND THE UNIVERSAL CONVER- 
SION OF JEWS AND GENTILES. 


I. The Last Appearing of Christ. 


Curis often spoke of his future coming (xa- 
povsia), using this phrase in different senses. 
It sometimes denotes figuratively the destruction 
of the Jewish state, and the consequences of 
this event, particularly the advantages which 
would result from it to the Christian doctrine 
and church; as the spiritual kingdom of Christ 
could not be truly established in the earth until 
this event should take place; Matt. xxiv. and 
xvi. 27,28. Again, it denotes his visible appear- 
ing to judge the world; Matt. xxv. 31, seq. 
When Jesus spoke of his appearing, his disciples 
during his life commonly conceived at once of his 
coming to establish an earthly kingdom. And 
when he spoke of his coming at the destruction 
of Jerusalem, they supposed that he would then, 
with his followers, destroy the hostile Jerusa- 
lem, triumph over his opponents, and commence 
his new earthly kingdom. 

The 24th of Matt. was for the most part under- 
stood in this way by many at that time. With 
this they then connected the idea that the end of 
the world was near at hand, because, according 
to the opinion of the Jews, Jerusalem and the 
temple would stand until the end of the world. 
Vide s. 98, I]. 3. Hence in the passage, Matt. 
xxiv. 3, the disciples of Jesus connect the two 
questions, when will the temple be destroyed 2 and, 
what are the signs of the end of time? In what 
Christ said, Matt. xxiv., he referred to the dif- 
fusion of his new religion, the establishment 
and confirmation of his spiritual and moral 
Kingdom, on which the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem would have a favourable influence. Vide 
Matt. x, 23; Luke, xii. 40. But he said this in 
part in the style of prophetic imagery, as in 
Matt. xvi. xxiv. To these questions Christ re- 
plied with great wisdom and forecast—to the 
first, in Matt. xxiv. 4—25, 30; and to the se- 
cond, Matt. xxv. 31—46. He taught them 
plainly only so much as it was needful for 
them to know at that time. The rest he taught 
them in prophetic figures, which were not as 
yet entirely intelligible to them, and the mean- 
ing of which they afterwards learned. Their 
false expectations were not therefore cherished 
and approved, but neither were they prema- 
turely contradicted. Full information on this 
subject Was among those things which they 
were not then able to bear, and respecting 
whisk they were to receive more full informa- 
tion after the asrension of Christ to heaven; 
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John, xvi. 12. And this more full information 
they actually received. For from that time they 
abandoned their expectations of a Jewish king 
dom, and thenceforward looked for no othet 
coming of Christ than that at the general judg- 
ment. As to what Christ and his apostles 
taught respecting the nature and extent of his 
spiritual and heavenly kingdom, vide s. 97—99. 


Il. The Belief of a Millennial Kingdom of Christ 
upon the Earth, or Chiliasm. 


(1) Origin of this belief. The Jews supposed 
that the Messiah at his coming would reign as 
king upon the earth, and would reside at Jeru- 
salem, the ancient royal city. The period of his 
reign they supposed would be very long, and 
therefore put it down at a thousand years, which 
was at first understood only as a round number. 
Respecting the Jewish ideas of the Messianic 
kingdom, ef. s. 89, and s. 118, I., together with 
Wetstein’s selections from Jewish authors on 
Rev. xx. 2. This period was conceived of by 
the Jews as the return of the golden age to the 
earth, and each one formed to himself such a 
picture of it as agreed best with his own dispo- 
sition, and that degree of moral and intellectual 
culture to which he had attained. Many anti- 
cipated nothing more than merely sensual de- 
lights, others entertained better and more pure 
conceptions, &c. 

The same remark applies to many of the Ju- 
daizing Christians. Although Jesus had not 
yet appeared as an earthly king, yet these per- 
sons were unwilling to abandon an expectation 
which to them was so important. They hoped, 
therefore, for a second coming of Christ to es- 
tablish an earthly kingdom, and transferred to 
this kingdom everything which the Jews had 
expected of the first. The apostles wholly 
abandoned this opinion after the ascension of 
Christ, and expected.no other coming than that 
at the judgment of the world, 1 Cor. xv., and 
elsewhere. The fact, however, that these Jew- 
ish ideas had taken deep root in the minds of 
many Christians in the apostolic age, may be 
argued from 1 Thess. iv. 13, seq., ch. v., and 
2 Thess. ii. 

Many have endeavoured to find this idea even 
in the Apocalypse, especially xx. 1—8. But 
John does not there speak of Christ reigning 
visibly and bodily on the earth, but of his spi- 
ritual dominion, resulting from the influence of 
Christianity, when it shall at length be univer- 
sally diffused through the earth--a kingdom 
which will last a thousand years, used as a 
round number to denote many centuries, or a 
long period. Thus does it appear that even 
during the first century there were many opi« 
nions upon this subject among Christians which 
deviated widely froin the doctrine of the aposs 
tles. 
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[Note.—The scriptural ideas upon which the 
helief in a millennium rested are more specifi- 
cally stated by Neander, Kirchengesch. b. i. 
Abth. iii. s. 1089. As the world was made in 
six days, and, according to Ps. xe. 4, a thou- 
sand years is in the sight of God as one day, so 
it was thought the world would continue in the 
state in which it had hitherto been, for six thou- 
sand years; and as the Sabbath is a day of rest, 
so will the seventh period of a thousand years 
consist of this millennial kingdom as the close 
of the whole earthly state.—Tr. ] 

(2) In the second century, the doctrine of the 
future earthly kingdom of Christ became more 
and more widely diffused, and in a large portion 
of the Christian world it was finally predomi- 
nant. Its first zealous advocate was Papias, in 
the second century; and he was followed by 
Justin the Martyr, 'Tertullian, and most of the 
Montanists. This doctrine was also adopted by 
some of the heretics—e. g., by Cerinthus. It 
was not, however, held by all in the same man- 
ner. Most taught that the church would have 
to suffer much from Anti-christ (the seducer and 
persecutor) ; and that Christ would then visibly 
return and destroy his power; 2 Thess. i. Then, 
it was supposed, all worldly power would cease, 
the pious be raised from the dead (xpuiry avacra- 
ovs), assemble in Jerusalem, and standing under 
Christ, their king, would reign with him a thou- 
sand years. 

As to the pleasures then to be enjoyed, the 
conceptions of some were very gross, those of 
others more chastened. In forming their pictures 
of this period they drew largely from the Apo- 
calypse, which they interpreted in many different 
ways. Origen, in the third century, was the 
first who wrote in opposition to this doctrine, and 
who gave a different interpretation to the texts 
of scripture to which appeal was made by the 
Chiliasts. On this account, this doctrine fell 
into disesteem among the learned. In the third 
century, Dionysius, Bishop at Alexandria, wrote 
against Chiliasm in opposition to Nepos, Bishop 
in Egypt, and in his work denied that John 
wrote the Apocalypse, because his opponents 
were accustomed to derive their doctrine princi- 
pally from this book. 

[Wote.—It was in Phrygia, the seat of the 
spirit of religious enthusiasm, that Chiliasm 
chiefly prevailed; and from thence it spread. 
Here belonged Papias, Ireneus, Justin the Mar- 
tyr, &c. Two causes contributed to prevent 
this doctrine from becoming more universally 
prevalent in the early church—viz., opposition 
to Montanism, and the influence of the school at 
Alexandria. The visionary conceptions which 
the Montanists entertained and inculcated re- 
specting what would take place in the millen- 
nium, brought the whole doctrine into disrepute ; 
and all the opponents of Montanism opposed 
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these gross Chiliastic conceptions as belonging 
essentially to that scheme. The allegorizing me+ 
thod of interpretation adopted by the teachers of 
the Alexandrine school enabled them to avoid 
the gross conceptions of the millennium to which 
those who adopted the literal mode of interpre- 
tation were led. By applying this principle to 
the interpretation of the Apocalypse, they could 
take away the support which the Chiliasts de- 
rived from it without excluding the book from 
the sacred canon.—Tr. ] 

(3) The seed of the doctrine of gross Chili- 
asm has always remained in the Christian 
church. This doctrine, however, has shewn 
itself in different forms, and has been taught 
sometimes in a more visionary manner, and at 
other times less so. Respecting the time when 
this millennial kingdom will commence, there 
has been no general agreement of opinion. 
Many suppose it will take place before the re- 
surrection; others, not until afterwards. 

At the time of the Reformation this belief in 
a millennial, earthly kingdom of Christ was re- 
vived and widely spread by the enthusiastic ana- 
baptists, Thomas Miinzer and his adherents. 
They themselves wished to establish this king- 
dom of Christ with fire and sword, and to put 
an end to all worldly power; they encouraged 
rebellion. Hence Luther and Melancthon set 
themselves against this doctrine with great zeal 
and earnestness, Vide Augsb. Conf. Art. xviii. 
It shewed itself again, however, in the protest- 
ant church, 

In the seventeenth and eighteenth century 
Spener was charged with teaching Chiliass ; Sut 
he was far removed from this, He only expressed 
frequentiy the hope that the spiritual kingdom 
of Christ would not only continue in the world, 
but would be much more widely diffused than it 
now is, and hereafter would become absolutely 
universal. And this expectation (spes meliorum 
temporum) is perfectly accordant with the holy 
scriptures. This is the point to which all the 
middle part of the Apocalypse refers—viz., from 
chap. xii. 18 to xx. 10, the victory of Christ over 
heathenism, and all sin and corruption on the 
earth, and the general diffusion of Christianity ; 
after which the end of the world and the kingdom 
of the saints will follow, chap. xx. 11—xxii. 5. 
This, one might call (if he wished) Biblieas 
Chiliasm ; in this there is nothing of enthusiasm ; 
and even for those who do not Jive to see this 
period the anticipation of it is consoling and 
animating. 

But Petersen, who came from the school of 
Spener, at the end of the seventeenth and com- 
mencement of the eighteenth century, inculeated 
in his writings various e*thusiastic ideas on this 
subject. The same doctrine was taken into fa- 
vour about the same time by Burnet, in England, 
in his work, «* De Statu Mort. et Resnrg.” At 
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a later period, Bengel, in Germany, went a great 
dea) too far in many points in his interpretation 
of the Apocalypse. So, many theologians of 
Wurtemberg, Crusius and his disciples, and La- 
vater in Switzerland. 

A good development of the history of this doc- 
trine is contained in Corrodi’s « Kritische Ge- 
schichte des Chiliasmus ;” Frankfort und Leip- 
zig, 1781—1783. It was principally occasioned 
by Lavater’s views on this subject. 

[Note.—Neander, in his history of this doc- 
trine, (b. i. Abth. iii. s. 1090,) suggests the im- 
portant caution that we should not allow our- 
selves, through disgust at the extravagant visions 
of enthusiasts about the millennium, to decide 
against what we are really justified in hoping and 
expecting as to the future extension of the king- 
dom of Christ. As the Old Testament contains 
un intimation of the things of the New, so 
‘Christianity contains an intimation of a higher 
order of things hereafter, which it will be the 


means of introducing; but faith must necessa- | 


ily come before sight. The divine revelations 
enable us to see but a little, now and then, of 
this higher order, and not enough to form a 
complete picture. As prophecy is always ob- 
scure until its fulfilment, so must be also the 
last predictions of Christ respecting the destiny 
of his church, until the entrance of that higher 
order. 

There are three degrees in the manner of 
holding this doctrine, described as crassus, sub- 
tilis, subtilissimus, according to the proportion 
in which enthusiastic and visionary conceptions 
are mingled with the scriptural idea of the 
future kingdom of the Messiah. The lowest 
kind is characterized by the belief of the visible 
appearance and reign of Christ upon the earth, 
a resurrection of the saints before the general 
judgment, and their living with Christ in the 
enjoyment of worldly splendour and luxury for 
a thousand years. In this form it was held by 
many of the ancient Montanists, and by the 
anabaptists in the sixteenth century. The more 
refined and scriptural doctrine of the millen- 
nium, as held by Spener, Vitringa, and others, 
excludes the idea of the visible appearance of 
Christ, and does not insist upon the definite 
period of a thousand years, but only holds to 
the future universal extension of the spiritual 
kingdom of Christ. Cf. Hahn, Lehrbuch, s. 
665.—Tr. | 


Il. Future Conversion of Jews and Gentiles. 


The doctrine of the universal conversion of 
the Gentiles, and especially of the Jews, to be 
hoped for hereafter, has been for the most part 
taught by the advocates of the erosser kind of 
Chiliasm. Still the former doctrine stands in 
RO necessary connexion with the latter. And 
roany protestart theologians, who are far from 
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assenting to any unscriptural views of the mii 
lennium, have adopted this doctrine—e. g., Mi 
chaelis, Koppe, and others still more lately 
But some theologians connected with both of 
these doctrines other opinions which do not ens 
stirely accord with scripture, or which at least 
are not in all parts clearly demonstrable from 
scripture—e. g., Burnet, Bengel, Crusius. 
Hence Ernesti and his whole school were very 
much opposed to this doctrine, and would not 
at all allow that even the remotest hope of the 
conversion of the Jews is authorized by the 
New Testament. 

It has happened with regard to this subject, 
as it often does in all the departments of human 
knowledge, that opinions in which there has 
been an intermixture of what is erroneous and 
incapable of proof have been on this account 
entirely rejected, instead of being carefully 
sifted, in order to separate the true from the 
false, that which may be proved from that 
which. is incapable of demonstration. The doc- 
trine itself of the future conversion of the Jews 
involves nothing questionable or enthusiastic, 
if it be understood only to imply that the apos- 
tles believed and taught that the Jews would 
hereafter abandon their prejudices and their 
hardness of heart, possess a taste and suscepti- 
bility for Christianity, and cordially unite them- 
selves with the Christian church. When this 
will take place, and by what means it will be 
brought about, the apostles determine nothing; 
and with regard to these points nothing is 
known. But an expectation of this event is 
found in their writings. 

‘T'wo things on this subject are certain—viz., 
(1) That it was always a current doctrine among 
the Jews that all the Gentiles would at last be- 
come incorporated in the kingdom of the Mes- 
siah; and with reference to this event they ex- 
plained many passages in their prophets, which, 
when read impartially, plainly teach this very 
thing—e. g., Ps. xxii. 28; Is. ii., xii., x].—Ixvi.; 
Zech. xiv. 9, 16, coll. Rev. xv. 4. And this 
same hope is clearly expressed by Paul, espe- 
cially in Rom, xi. 

(2) The Jews, at the time of the apostles and 
afterwards, explained many passages in their 
prophets as referring to the future restoration 
of their people at the time of the Messiah, 
(Deut. xxx.;) and these passages are refer- 
red in the New Testament, and by Paul, to 
the same event; from whence it is clear that 
the apostles taught and inculeated the same 
thing with the ancient prophets—e. g., Isaiah, 
X. 213 lix. 20; Jer. xxxi. 1, seq. ; Hosea, iii, 
5; Zech. xiv. 6; ix. 10. These passages, in- 
deed, have all been differently interpreted in 
modern times. Cf. Doederlein’s work, « Giehg 
uns die Bible Hoffnung zu einer allgemeinen 
Judenbekehrung?” But the Jews understood 
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these passages to refer to the restoration of 
their nation, and the New Testament gives 
them the same explanation. This is histori- 
cally certain; and upon this everything de- 
pends, when the question is, Whether the New 
Lestument teaches this doctrine? Vide Schéttgen, 
in the book, «* Jesus, der wahre Messias;’’ 
Eisenmenger, Entdecktes Judenthum; and 
Koppe on Rom. xi. 

We may come now more easily to the exa- 
mination of the celebrated passage, Romans, 
Xi. 25, seq. Ernesti and others understand the 
nas ‘Iopanr owSyoerou thus: all ‘Israel can be 
delivered ;” but this does not accord with ver. 
31, (va adrol éAenSGor, and ver. 32, rods navras, 
freyoy. We cannot render these clauses, in 
order that God can have pity; no, he will ac- 
tually have mercy upon them. Nor can we see 
aly reason, according to this interpretation, why 
Paul should adopt such a high and elevated tone 
with regard to a matter which is self-evident, or 
how he could eall this wrorypior. It is also 
equally unintelligible, if this were all, what 
should have induced Paul so solemnly to cele- 
brate and magnify the divine wisdom, ver. 33— 
36. But everything is plain and consistent if 
Paul is understood here to speak the language 
of prophecy. He proceeds on the ground of the 
expectation universally prevalent among his 
countrymen, and authorized by the ancient pro- 
phets; he rectifies their ideas with regard to 
their future-restoration, discards their false con- 
ceptions, their hopes of earthly good, and then 
says, with great assurance, that a// Israel will 
hereafter be converted to Christ, as all the Gen- 
tiles will come to worship him ; although, when 
he wrote, there was no human probability of 
either of these events. But in all this he does 
not give the least countenance to the enthusi- 
astic conceptions frequently entertained on this 
subject. He does not fix any definite time. But 
theologians have often been unwilling to allow 
that Paul affirmed the final conversion of the 
Jews, because enthusiastic ideas have often 
been connected with this doctrine, or because 
they have regarded this event as either impos- 
sible or improbable, since after the lapse of 
eighteen centuries there are no signs of its ac- 
complishment. 

The sentiment of this passage is as follows: 
«sT must propose one other important subject for 
your (i. e., the Gentile converts) consideration— 
a subject with which you have been hitherto un- 
acquainted, and which has therefore been disre- 
garded ey you—in order that you may not be 
proud of your advantages over the unbelieving 
Jews: namely, some of the Jews will continue 
unbelieving until all the Gentiles who are 
chosen by God (najpoua é3vav) shall have 
believed in Christ. (This will therefore first 
sake place.) But when this is first brought 
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about (xa otrw for xat réze or tnecca, vide 
Koppe)—i. e., when all the Gentiles have first 
become believers, (now follows the pvorypuov,) 
then will the nation of the Israetites also caperi- 
ence salvation, (cwsncerar,) by embracing the 
Christian faith. For thus it is said in the scrip- 
tures, —The Deliverer (Messiah) will come out 
of Zion (David’s line), and then will I free 
Jacob from his sins, (Is. xlix.)” Cf. Koppe 
on this passage. Paul here quotes the same 
passages of the Old Testament from which the 
Jews had always proved that an entire restora- 
tion of their nation was predicted by the pro- 
phets; though he did not understand them, as 
they often did, to refer to an external, civil re- 
storation. 


SECTION CLV. 


OF THE GENERAL JUDGMENT, AND THE END OF 
THE PRESENT CONSTITUTION OF THE WORLD. 


I. The General Judgment. 


Tue following texts may be considered as the 
most important relating to the last judgment— 
viz., Matt. xxv. 31; John, v.; 2 Thess. i. 7— 
1051 Thess. iv.16,.1975 2) Petia. 7—13'301 
Cor. xv.; and Rev. xx. 11. In illustration of 
this doctrine, it may be observed, 

(1) According to the uniform doctrine of the 
scriptures, the judgment of the world will fol- 
low immediately after the general resurrection ; 
and then will be the end of the world, or of its 
present constitution. Cf. 1 Cor. xv. 

(2) This doctrine of a general judgment of 
the world was also prevalent among the Jews 
at the time of Christ and the apostles; although 
they frequently associated with it many incor- 
rect notions. This doctrine, as well as that of 
future retribution and resurrection, was, without 
doubt, more and more developed and illustrated, 
under the divine guidance and direction, by the 
prophets and teachers of the Jewish nation who 
lived after the exile. Vides. 149, IJ. 2. This 
was done more particularly at the same period 
of time in which those other doctrines were de- 
veloped. But there are also passages in Daniel 
which allude to this event—e. g., chap. xii. 

Before the exile the doctrine of the judgment 
as a solemn, formal transaction at the end of the 
world, was not clearly taught. At that time the 
Jews held only the general truth, that God is 
the righteous Judge of the world, who in his 
own time would pronounce righteous sentence 
upon all men, according to their deserts, and 
bring all their works, even the most secret, to 
light. Vide Ps. ix. 5—9; Eccles. ix. 9; xii. 13, 
14. The doctrine which was afterwards deve- 
loped among the Jews, and in the form in which 
it existed among them at the time of Christ, 
was expressly authorized and confirmed by him 

22 


542 


as true, and as constituting a part of his reli- 
gious system; in such a way, however, as to ex- 
elude the false additions of the Jewish teachers. 

(3) The holding of this judgment as well as 
the raising of the dead is commonly ascribed in 
the New Testament to Christ, and represented 
as a commission or plenipotentiary power, which 
the Father had given to the man Jesus as Mes- 
siah. Thus it is said, Rom. ii. 16, @zds (cf. ver. 
6) xpuvee vw xpurtt a dSpartev Sea ‘Iy6ov, and 
Christ himself says, John, v. 22, 25, xprow 
nasa dédaxe ta vig. Vide Matthew, xvi. 27; 
Acts, x. 42; xvii. 31. Cf. s. 98, Il. 3, and 
Morus, page 294, note 8; and page 296, note 3. 
Christ himself assigns it as the reason why God 
had entrusted to him the holding of this judg- 

ment, that he is @ man, (vids daSpoztov;) John, 

v. 27, coll. Acts, xvii. 31, dvzp. God has con- 
stituted him the Judge of men, because he is 
man, and knows from his own experience all 
the sufferings and infirmities to which our na- 
ture is exposed, and can therefore be compas- 
sionate and indulgent; Heb. ii. 14—17, coll. 1 
Timothy, ii. 5. 

(4) Names given in the scriptures to the last 
judgment. The time of this judgment, and the 
judgment itself, are called in the passages al- 
ready cited, muépa (0%) Kupvov or ‘Inoov, Xpuo- 
TOV, x. T. 2.3 AlSO Zmépa meyaan (23 On), Jude, 
ver. 63; xpiovg (Sometimes written xaraxpvors), 
xplua, mapovovw Xprsrov, 1 Thess. iv. 15; 2 
Thess. ti. 15 éoxarn quépa, John, vi. 39, 40, 44. 
Hence -the ecclesiastical name of this transac- 
tion, judietum extremum, or novissimum, the last 
judgment, because it will take place at the end 
of the world that now is. The term, the Jast 
judgment, is not used, however, in the New 
Testament. Nor are the phrases éoyarn nuépa 
and 70 éoxzarov ray nuépov used exclusively with 
reference to the end of the world. They often 
designate merely the future, coming days—e. ¢., 
2 Timothy, iii. 1; 2 Pet. iii. 3; like op mony, 
Genesis, xlix. 1. They sometimes also denote 
the last period of the world, or the times of the 
Messiah—e. g., Heb. i. 1; 1 Pet. i. 20, like réay 
aidver, aiov wérarov, Heb. xan ody. 

(5) The time of the judgment, or of the end of 
the world, and tts signs or precursors. Vide 
Morus, p. 304, s. 13. According to the assur- 
ance of the apostles this time is unknown. Yet 
many of the Jewish Christians at the times of 
the apostles supposed that it would take place 
immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem 
and of the Jewish state, because the Jews be- 
vieved that their temple and city would stand 
until the end of the world. Vides. 98, II; 3. 
But the apostles never affirmed this; they never 
pretended to the knowledge of a divine revelation 
respecting the time, but contented themselves 
with saying, that it would come suddenly and 
unexpectedly, like a thief in the night ; 1 Thess. 
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vy. 2; 2 Pet. iii. 10. In the first of these texts, 
Paul shews that this event was not so near as 
some at that time supposed ; and in the second, 
Peter shews that the actual coming of this event 
could not be doubted, merely because it seemed 
sto some to be long delayed. In 2 Cor. iv. 14, 
Paul considers himself and his contemporaries as 
being among those whom God would raise from the 
dead through Christ ; he did not therefore expect 
himself to survive the judgment of the world, 
although from other passages it might seem that 
he at least wished he might. It is not by chance 
that the declaration of the aposties—that they 
could not determine the time and the hour of 
this event, is so clearly preserved to us. Were 
there any reason to charge them with the oppo- 
site, to what contempt would their doctrine be 
exposed ! 

As to the signs and precursors of this event 
nothing can be very definitely determined frora 
the New Testament; nothing certainly by 
which we can draw conclusions wah any 
safety with regard to the precise time of its oc- 
currence. No indications pointing definitely to 
the day and hour can be expected, especially 
for this reason, that the coming of this event is 
always described as sudden and unexpected. 
Cf. 2 Pet. iii. 10. Even with regard to the far 
less important revolution among the Jewish 
people, in the overthrow of their state, it is said 
(Matt. xili. 32) that the exact time when it 
would take place no one but God knew, not 
even the angels, nor the Son of man in his hu- 
miliation. And yet there have never at any 
period been wanting persons who have under- 
taken to determine definitely the time and hour 
of this event. They have commonly reasoned 
from some, and often very arbitrary, explana- 
tions of the Apocalypse, and from calculations 
drawn from the same. This ingenious search 
after the time and hour of the fulfilment of the 
divine predictions is not according to the mind 
and will of Christ, since it usually leads to the 
neglect of what is more important; and besides, 
nothing is gained by it. Vide Acts, i. 7. 

In the earliest age of the church many sup: 
posed that the end of the world would follow 
immediately upon the destruction of Jerusalem. 
When this event was past, other calculations 
were made. In the tenth century the opinion 
was very prevalent in the Western church that 
the end of the world was near at hand, because, 
according to Rev. xx. 3, 4, the millennial king- 
dom should commence after a thousand years 
This belief had the effect, upon the multitudes 
who adopted it, to render them inactive; they 
squandered and consumed their goods; they 
suffered their houses to go to ruin; and many 
families were reduced to want. Hence, in the 
eleventh century there was more building and 
repairing done than at any other period. 
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From this we may conclude that the way to 
promote the conversion of men is not, as it were, 
to compel them to it by the fear of the proximity 
of the last day. Even in modern times many 
theologians, and those too of some celebrity, 
have entered into calculations of this kind, 
drawn chiefly from the Apocalypse—e. g., 
Bengal, Crusius, and others. 

What we are definitely taught on this subject 
in the New Testament may be stated as fol- 
lows :—The Christian church will hereafter be 
subjected to great temptation from heathen pro- 
faneness, from false, delusive doctrine, and ex- 
treme moral corruption, and will seem for a 
time to be ready to perish from these causes; 
but then Christ will appear, and, according to 
his promise, triamph over this opposition; and 
then, and not till then, will the end of the world 
come; Christ will visibly appear and hold the 
general judgment, and conduct the pious into the 
kingdom of the blessed. This is the distinct doc- 
trine of Paul, 2 Thess. ii. 3—12, and is taught 
throughout the Apocalypse, xii. 18—xxii. 5, 
and this is sufficient for our instruction, warn- 
ing, and comfort. 

(6) As to the nature of the general judgment, 
and the manner in which it will be conducted 
by Christ, we can state on scriptura. authority 
only the following particulars :— 

(a) That Christ will pronounce sentence upon 
all men, even on those who have lived in pa- 
ganism, Rom. ii. 6, seq.; Acts, xvii. 71. Vide 
s. 98, II. 3. Final sentence will then, too, be 
pronounced upon the evil spirits, Jude, ver. 6; 
2 Pet. ii. 4; Matt. xxv. 41. For other texts, 
cf. Morus, p. 294, not. 1 and 3. 

(6) This sentence will be righteous and tm- 
partial, 2' Tim. iv.8. Every one will be judged 
according to the light he has enjoyed, and the 
use he has made of it. Those who have had 
the written law will be judged according to 
that; the heathen, according to the light of na- 
ture, Rom. ii. 13—16. ‘Those who have had 
greater knowledge, and more opportunities and 
powers for doing good than others, and yet have 
neglected or abused them, will receive a severer 
sentence, &c.; Matthew, x. 15, 11, 28, 24; 
2 Thess. i. 5. Morus, p. 294, note 4. 

(c) This will be the final and crrevocable sen- 
tence, by which rewards will be bestowed upon 
the righteous, and punishments allotted to the 
wicked, for their good and evil actions, and the 
thoughts of the heart; Matt. xxv. 31—46; 2 
Cor, v. 10; 1 Cor. iv. 5; Rom. ii. 6, 16. 

Note.—It has for a long time been disputed 
among theologians, whether the judgment of the 
world will be an exter, visible, formal trans- 
action, or whether the mere decision respecting 
the destiny of man, the actual taking effect of 
retribution, is represented under the image of a 
judicial proceeding, like what is now common 
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among men? The reasons alleged on bota 
sides of this question are stated by Gerhard in 
his Loci Theologici. Cf. Morus, p. 295, nate 
1. The latter opinion is adopted by many the- 
ologians at the present time—e. g., Eckermann, 
Henke, and others, who contend that this whole 
representation was intended by Christ and the 
apostles to be merely figurative, and should be 
so understood. It is clear, however, from the 
New Testament, unless its Janguage is arbitra- 
rily interpreted and explained away, that the 
first Christian teachers everywhere represent 
the judgment of the world as a solemn, visible 
transaction, distinct from retribution ; though 
its more particular nature cannot be distinctly 
determined or made plain to us; and is therefore 
described in the New Testament, for the most 
part, by figures. This is very well expressed 
by Morus, p. 295, s. 6. Ifthe New Testament 
taught the contrary opinion, its doctrines would 
not be consistent with each other. For, acéord- 
ing to the New Testament, man will possess 
a body, even in the future life, and continue 
to be, as he now is, a being composed both of 
sense and reason; and so there, as well as here, 
he will have the want of something cognizable 
by the senses. 

With regard to this subject, as well as many 
others, the Bible is accustomed to connect figu- 
rative and literal phraseology together, aud to 
use these modes of speech interchangeably, in 
order to render clear and impressive to our 
minds many things which could not otherwise 
be represented plainly and forcibly enough 
Thus it is, for example, in the discourses ot 
Christ on this subject, Matt. xvi. 27, seq., and 
chap. xxv. By-all which he has there said in 
a figurative style, the idea should be impressed 
that Christ will visibly appear in a majestic 
manner, pronounce some innocent and others 
guilty, and treat them accordingly. In the 
courts of the ancients it was a custom to place 
the former on the r7ghi hand, the latter on the 
left ; and every one who heard this discourse of 
Christ knew what he meant by this representa- 
tion. He taught the same truth without a 
figure, when he declared that some should be 
pardoned and made happy, and others pro- 
nounced guilty and punished. 


Il. Scriptural Doctrine respecting the End of the 
World. 


(1) Even the ancient Hebrews believed that 
as the world had a beginning it would also have 
an end; and so their prophets speak of the grow- 
ing old of the heavens and the earth. ‘They 
teach that hereafter the whole material creation 
will become unfit for its purposes, and useless 
to its inhabitants, and that God will then lay 
by the aged heavens, like an old, worn-out gar 
ment, and c-eate a new heaven and a new earth 
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Vide Ps. cii. 10—1%, where this is described, 
in opposition to the eternity and unchangeable- 
ness of God. Cf. Heb. i. LO—12. 

Our seeing the constant fluctuations and 
ghanges of all things, the wasting and falling 

away of the hardest rocks, and other observa- 
tions of a similar nature, raay lead to the same 
thought, and give it confirmation. 

Hence we find, even in the Old Testament, 
such expressions as the following: wntil the 
heavens are no more, until the sun and the moon 
are no more—e. g., Job, xiv. 12. So in Ps. 
xxii. 5, 7, 17, where a time far removed is ex- 
pressed by this phraseology; for this period 
was naturally conceived of as far distant, since 
changes of this nature are found by experience to 
require along time. Moreover, in the prophets, 
such expressions as the destruction of the heavens 
and of the earth, the growing pale and darkening 
of the swn and moon, are often used figuratively, to 

denote great changes in the world, the calamity 

Gn downfall of particular states and countries, 

c.—e. g., Is. xiii. (respecting Babel; chap. 
xxxiv.; Ezek. xxii.; Rev. vi.; Matt. xxiv. 29, 
seq. On the contrary, the phrases new heavens, 
new earth, the clear shining sun, &c., are used 
to denote the welfare and returning prosperity 
of states—e. g., Isaiah, lxv. 17; Ixvi. 22; xiii. 
10, et passim. But these very figurative ex- 
pressions presuppose the literal idea. 

(2) From these more general ideas and ex- 
pectations respecting great changes hereafter to 
take place in the universe, there was developed 
among the Jews and other nations the more de- 
finite idea of the future destruction of the world, 
and especially of our earth. Everything, it was 
supposed, would be hereafter shattered and de- 
stroyed, but not annihilated; since from the 
ruins of the ancient structure there would come 
forth again a renewed and beautified creation. 
Philo says, (De Vita Mosis, tom. ii. p. 144, 
ed. Mangey,) véa dvapauvetau 7 yy, meta xaSap- 
ow, the earth shall appear new again, after its 
purijication, even as it was after its first creation. 
He calls this renovation raawyysveotar, vewrepeo- 
Moy Tay ororyelwv, x. 7. A} as the Greeks also 
denominated the same thing, naavyyevectay roy 
oAwy—-an expression used by the stoics with 
reference to this subject. This end of the 
world was not then described as its entire de- 
struction or annihilation. 

Now Christ and the apostles taught the doc- 
trine of the end of the world very distinetly and 
plainly, and sanctioned what was previously 
known on this subject by their own authority, 
Vide Matt. v.18; Luke, xxi. 33; 2 Pet. lil. ; 
1 Cor. xv.; Rev. xx. 11, et passim. But among 
the Jews and some others the doctrine prevailed 
that this change would be effected by a general 
conflagration. This belief in such a conflagra- 
tion did not at first rest upon any arguments 
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drawn from a profound knowledge of natural 
philosophy ; such, for example, as the supposi- 
tion of a fire burning in the centre of the earth, 
or the approximation of a comet, as many mo- 
dern writers have thought, but they were first 
led to this belief, and afterwards confirmed in 
it, by thoughts like the following: Water and 
fire are the two most powerful and efficient ele- 
ments, by which the most violent changes are 
produced in the earth, and by which desolations 
and renovations are effected. Now we find tra- 
ditions among all nations respecting great floods 
of water, and the desolations occasioned by them 
in the earliest times. According to Moses, the 
water originally covered the whole earth, and 
the dry land issued from thence, and then fol- 
lowed Noah’s flood. It was now the expecta- 
tion that hereafter the other still more fearful 
element—the fire, which even now often causes 
such terrible desolations, would effect a still 
more amazing and universal revolution than 
that effected by the water, and that by this 
means the earth would be renewed and beau- 
tified. 

It was by such analogies as these that this 
traditionary belief was confirmed and illustrated 
among the heathen nations where it prevailed. 
It was afterwards adopted by many philoso- 
phers into their systems, and advocated by them 
on grounds of natural philosophy. Thus, for 
example, Heraclitus among the Greeks con- 
tended for such a conflagration and regenera- 
tion of the earth by means of fire; and so after 
him the stoics. Cf. Cicero, De Nat. Deor. ii 
46; and Seneca, Quest. Nat. ii. 28—30. 

This doctrine of the perishing of the world by 
fire was unquestionably prevalent among the 
Jews at the time of Christ and the apostles, al- 
though Philo does not accede to it in kis book 
Ilepi apSapovas xdcuov. The arguments which 
he there brings against it are, however, ex- 
tremely meagre, built partly upon arbitrary me- 
taphysical reasoning and partly upon a play on 
the word XOCLOS. 

In one passage of the New Testament this 
doctrine is very distinctly stated, 2 Pet. iii. 
7—13. It cannot be thought that what is here |. 
said respecting the burning of the world is to be 
understood figuratively, as Wetstein supposes; 
because the fire is here tov directly opposed to 
the literal water of the flood to be so understood. 
It is the object of Peter to refute the boast of 
scoffers, that all things had remained unchanged 
from the beginning, and that therefore no day 
of judgment and no end of the world ould be 
expected. And so he says that originally, at the 
time of the creation, the whole earth was cover- 
ed and overflowed with water, (Gen. i.,) and 
that from hence the dry land appeared and the 
same was true at the time of Noah’s flood, But 
there is yet to come a great fire-revolutaon. The 
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freavens and the earth (the earth with its atmo- 
sphere) are reserved, or kept in store, for the 
fire until the day of judgment; ver. 10, at that 
_ time the heavens will pass away (mapépyeoSac) 
with a great noise, the elements will be dissolved 
by fervent heat, and everything upon the earth 
will be burnt up. The same thing is taught in 
ver. 12, But in ver. 13, Peter gives the design of 
this revolution; it will not be an annihilation, 
but ‘we expect a new heaven, and a new earth, 
wherein dwelleth righteousness’’—i. e., an en- 
tirely new, altered, and beautified abode for man, 
to be built from the ruins of his former dwell- 
ing-place, as the future habitation of the pious. 
Cf. Rev. xxi. 1, seq. This will be very much 
in the same way as a more perfect and an im- 
mortal body will be reared from the body which 
we now possess. The passage, Rom. viii. 19, 
seq., also treats of this renovation and beauti- 
fying of the world.- Vide Morus, p- 303, note 5. 
Cf., with regard to the subjects here discussed, 
Siiskind’s «« Magazin fiir christliche Dogmatik 
und Moral,” 10tes St. No. 2, respecting the 
Jewish ideas of the Messiah as the governor of 
the world and the raiser of the dead; and No. 3, 
the declarations of Jesus, in which he ascribes 
to himself the raising of the dead, the judging 
of the world, and a kingdom at the end of the 
world. 


SECTION CLVI. 


OF THE PUNISHMENTS OF HELL, OR ETERNAL 
CONDEMNATION. 


1. Scriptural Names and Representations of these 
Punishments, and of the Place where they will 
be inflicted. 

Accorpiné to the doctrine of the Jewish na- 
tion at the time of Christ—a doctrine which he 
himself receives as true, and expressly author- 
izes and confirms—the wicked are miserable, 
and the righteous happy, even immediately 
after death. Cf. what was said respecting the 
intermediate state s. 150. Still it is not until 
after the day of judgment that the perfect bless- 
edness of the righteous or the entire misery of 
the wicked will properly commence, and they 
enter upon the state of full retribution. The 
forme? will then go to an abode of joy, the latter 
to a place of sorrow. Vide Wetstein on Matt. 
xxv. 46. The condition of wicked men and of 
the fallen angels before the day of judgment is 
described by the sacred writers as like that of 
malefactors while yet in prison, before the final 
judicial sentence is pronounced upon them. 

The place in which they are confined is pro- 
perly called Tapzapos, and it is a part of Hades 
—the invisible world in which bad angels and 
ungodly men are reserved until the day of judg- 
ment. Vide s. 150,I.1. This place is also 
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called 6gos, or oxdzos, in the epistle of Jude and 
in 2 Pet. ii., and gvaaxy in 1 Pet. iii. 19. Even 
in this place the wicked are represented as in- 
deed unhappy, but their complete misery will 
not commence until after judicial sentence has 
been pronounced upon them. 

The place of punishment after judgment is not 
revealed in the scriptures, nor is it known dis- 
tinetly whether the Jews conceived of it as under 
the earth, or as entirely beyond the boundaries 
of our planet. The term ddys is not used in the 
scriptures to designate specifically thés place, 
for Swe} and gdxs are the names given to the 
kingdom of the dead, where the righteous and 
the wicked both abide after death. Vide s. 
150, I. The more appropriate designations of 
this place are acuyn mupds xat Sevov; Rev. xx. 
10, 15; and yeévya, Matt. x. 28; v 223; on 
which place ef. Wetstein. 

The names given to these punishments them- 
selves, both before and after judgment, are in 
part figurative, and many terms which were 
commonly applied by the Jews to this subject 
are retained in the New Testament. These 
images are taken from death, capital punish- 
ment, tortures, prisons, &c.; and it is the design 
of the sacred writers, in using such figures, to 
awaken the idea of something terrible and fear- 
ful; future punishment, they mean to teach, will 
awaken in men the same feelings of distress as 
are produced by the objects employed to repre- 
sent it. Some of the more general and literal 
names of this punishment are drsSpos acar0s, 
2 Thess. i. 93 épyn wéarovoa, Matt. iii. 7; xdra- 
ous aivreos, Matt. xxv. 463 Bacavor, Luke, xvi. 
24, 25. The more figurative names are Savaros, 
John, viii. 51; xi. 263 Savaros Sevrepos, Rev. 
xx. 6, &c. Vide s. 147, II.; oxorvos and Copos 
cov oxorovs, Matt. xxv.; Jude, ver. 6, seq. ; vp 
aicdyeov, prog stupos, Matt. xxv. 41; xviil. 8; 
2 Thess. i.93; the worm which dies not, Mark, 
ix. 44, where the comparison is taken from 
Isaiah, Ixvi. 243; mopcvecSar dvd Ocov, in oppoe 
sition to beholding the countenance of God, Matt, 
xxv. 41; having no rest day nor night, Rev. 
xiv. 11, &c. 

Many of the Jews, and some even of the 
church fathers, took these terms in an entirely 
literal sense, and supposed there would be Jiteral 
fire &c. in hell. But nothing more can be in- 
ferred with certainty from the words of Christ 
and the apostles than that they meant by these 
images to describe great and unending misery. 
The name adopted by the schoolmen, damnatio 
zterna, is founded upon Heb. vi. 2, where wa 
find xpia (i. €., xaraxpyma) aidwov. Ch 
2 Thess. i. 9. 


II. Nature of Future Punishments. 


It is certain from the plainest declaration ot 
the holy scriptures (cf. s. 155), and may alse 
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be proved on grounds of reason, that the happi- 
ness or misery of the future world stands in 
most intimate connexion with the present life. 
The rewards and blessedness of the world to 
eome are to be regarded as the salutary and hap- 
py consequences of the present life and conduct 
of men; and, on the contrary, the punishments 
there to be endured, and future misery, as the 
sad and fatal consequences of their character 
and actions in this world. Our future good or 
evil estate is dependent upon our present life 
and character. 

The divine punishments are divided into na- 
tural and positive, or arbitrary, and both these 
kinds belong to future punishment. Vide s. 31, 
86, 87. 

(1) Among natural punishments we may 
reckon the following—viz., 

(a) The loss or deprivation of eternal happi- 
ness, pena damni, Matt. vii. 21—23, dnoyapetve 
dn’ iuov. Matt. xxii. 13; xxv. 41: in all of 
these texts the representation is figurative. Cf. 
2 Thess. i. 9, Scxyv ricovow—dand xpoodzov tov 
Kvpiov—i. e., removed from Christ, and from 
the happiness which he enjoys. 

(b) The painful sensations which are the na- 
tural consequence of committing sin, and of an 
impenitent heart, puna sensus. ‘These punish- 
ments are inevitable, and connected as closely 
and inseparably with sin as any effect with its 
cause. From the consciousness of being guilty 
of sin arise regret, sorrow, and remorse of con- 
science, and it is these inward pangs which are 
the most grievous and tormenting. ‘The con- 
science of man is a stern accuser, which cannot 
be refuted or bribed, and the more its voice is 
disregarded or suppressed here upon earth, the 
more loudly will it speak hereafter. For man 
will then be no longer surrounded, as he is in 
this world, with external circumstances, which 
distract the mind, and prevent him from seeing 
the heinousness of sin, and from reflecting on 
his unhappy situation. He will pass at once 
from the noise and tumult of the things of sense 
into the stillness of the future world, and will 
there awake to reflection. He will then see 
how he has neglected the means of improvement 
and salvation, and to what irreparable injury he 
has thus exposed himself. 

Add to this, that the propensity to sin, the 
passions and evil desires which in this world 
occupy the human heart, are carried along into 
the next. For it cannot be supposed that they 
will be suddenly eradicated as by a miracle; and 
this is not promised. But these desires and 
propensities can no longer find satisfaction in 
the future world, where man will be placed in 
an entirely different situation, and surrounded 
by a circle of objects entirely new; hence they 
will become the more inflamed. From the very 
ature of the case it is plain, therefore, that the 
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state of such a man hereafter must necessarily 
be miserable. Shame, regret, remorse, hope- 
lessness, and absolute despair, are the natural, 
inevitable, and extremely dreadful consequences 
of the sins committed in this life. 

_ (2) But there are also, according to the most 
incontrovertible declarations of the scriptures, 
positive or arbitrary punishments—i. e., such as 
stand in no natural and necessary connexion 
with sin. Vide Morus, p. 297, note 2. This 
is, indeed, denied by those who will not allow 
that God inflicts any arbitrary punishments. 
Vide s. 31, 86, 87. But even if they suppose 
they can make their opinion appear probable on 
philosophical grounds, they ought not still to 
assert that the doctrine of positive punishments 
is not taught in the Bible. All the ancient*na- 
tions who believed in the punishments of hell 
regarded these punishments, at ieast the most 
severe and terrible of them, as positive or arbi- 
trary—i. e., as depending on the will of the 
Legislator; as, on the other hand, they regard- 
ed the rewards of the pious as not merely natu- 
ral, but principally arbitrary. 

There are, in fact, but few men in such a state 
that the merely natural punishments of sin will 
appear to them terrible enough to deter them 
from the commission ef it; and so, for this rea- 
son, if for no other, the doctrine of positive pu- 
nishments should be retained in popular instruc~ 
tion. Experience also shews that to threaten 
positive punishment has far more effect, as well} 
upon the cultivated as the uncultivated, in de- 
terring them from crime, than to announce and 
lead men to expect the merely natural conse- 
quences of sin, be they ever so terrible. Hence 
we may see why it is that the New Testament 
says little of natural punishments, (although 
these beyond a question await the wicked,) and 
makes mention of them in particular far less 
frequently than of positive punishments; and 
why, in those passages which treat of the pu- 
nishments of hell, such expressions and images 
are almost always employed as suggest and 
confirm the idea of positive punishments. Cf. 
No. I. of this section ad finem. 

Those, therefore, who consider Jesus to be 
a teacher of truth, in whose mouth there was no 
guile, must necessarily believe also his often 
repeated declarations on this subject. It is very 
inconsistent in some modern philosophers and 
theologians to admit of positive rewards for the 
pious, and yet deny positive punishments for the 
wicked. We are, indeed, compelled to admit 
positive rewards, because those which are merely 
natural are not sufficient to complete the mea- 
sure of our happiness. If the positive rewards 
are probable on grounds of reason, how can it 
be said that positive punishments are impossible 
and contradictory? It was, moreover, the pte- 
vailing doctrine among the Jews at the tine of 
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Christ, that punishments are for the most part 
positive, and that they affect even the body. 
Hence the words of Christ, dwonéoas yoxny xae 
oG1a, Matt. x. 28. For since the inpenitent 
will be again clothed with a body at the resur- 
rection, this body must participate in their pu- 
nishment, as the body of the righteous wil! par- 
ticipate in their reward. 

As to the question, Jn whut these positive or 
corporeal punishments will consist? no definite 
answer can be drawn from the Bible, because 
itis plainly intended that all the representations 
made of this subject should be understood figu- 
ratively and by way of comparison—i. e., these 
punishments will consist of pains like those, 
e. g., arising from fire or from a gnawing worm. 
We are so little acquainted with the state in 
which we shall be hereafter, and with the na- 
ture of our future body, that no strictly literal 
representation of future punishments could be 
made intelligible to us. Even the place in 
which the wicked are confined will contribute 
much to their misery, also the company of other 
sinners, and of evil spirits—a circumstance 
particularly mentioned in Matt. xxv. 41. 

Note.—The efforts of those who have endea- 
voured to persuade even the common people 
and the young that no poszt/ve divine punish- 
ments are to be expected in the world’ to come, 
have ever had a most injurious tendency, as 
the history of all ages will shew. For the 
deep-rooted expectation of such punishments 
among all nations has always been a check 
upon the more gross outbreakings of sin. It 
was from this expectation that the oath derived 
its sacredness and inviolableness. It is often 
said by Cicero and others, that all philosophers, 
both Greek and Roman, are agreed in this, that 
the gods do not punish, deos non nocere. But 
as soon as this opinion of the philosophers be- 
gan to prevail among the people, it produced, 
according to the testimony of all the Roman 
writers, the most disastrous consequences, 
which lasted for centuries. No subsequent ef- 
forts could ever succeed in awakening a fear 
of divine punishments in the minds of the great 
multitude. Hence resulted the deplorable de- 
generacy of the Roman empire. Truth and 
faith ceased, chastity became contemptible, 
perjury was practised without shame, and 
every species of luxurious excess and of cruelty 
was indulged. ‘To this corruption no philoso- 
pher was able to oppose any effectual resist- 
ance; until at length its course was arrested 
by Christianity. 

Among Christians themselves such efforts 
have always been followed by similar disastrous 
consequences. 

(1) The papal sale of indulgences, which be- 
came general during the twelfth and the suc- 
eeeding centuries, and especially after the cru- 
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sades, had a tendency, in the same way, to 
diminish the fear of positive divine punishments, 
because it was supposed one might purchase 
exemption from them. The result of this delu- 
sion was equally deplorable in this case as in 
the one before mentioned; the greatest immo= 
ralities prevailed throughout Christian lands; 
until this evil was arrested by the reformation, 
and the fear and the love of God were both 
awakened anew in the hearts of Christians. 

(2) A similar result took place in England in 
the latter half of the seventeenth century, when 
some rationalist philosophers, during the reign 
of Charles TI., undertook to emancipate the 
minds of men from the fear of positive divine 
punishments. he effect of their efforts is well 
known from history. Frivolity of spirit, im- 
morality, sins of impurity, and all the dreadful 
consequences of forgetting God, suddenly pree 
vailed. 

(3) The principles of these English philoso» 
phers were gradually diffused through France 
by the writings of Voltaire, Diderot, and others; 
and after 1740, they were also adopted and dis- 
seminated by some even in Germany. The 
history of our own times shews us sufficiently 
what has been the result of these principles here. 

It is agreeable to the gospel—it is, indeed the 
very spirit of the gospel, to represent God as 
Love. \tis also right for the evangelical teacher, 
indeed, itis his duty, to preach respecting the 
infinite love of God, especially as it is manifested 
in Jesus Christ. In this his whole heart should 
live. But he must never forget to teach in what 
order and on what conditions alone man becomes- 
susceptible of these proofs of the divine favour, 
The gospel itself, though at a Joss for words 
sufficiently to magnify the infinite Jove of God, 
represents also his penal justice in a light ex- 
tremely terrifying to all who do not fall in with 
this prescribed order, and threatens them with 
the most severe and inevitable punishments in 
the world to come. Both of these views should 
therefore be connected together. Cf. the small 
work written by Jacobi, Was soll ich zur Beru-. 
higung meiner Seele glauben? Was sollich hoffen 
bey den mannichfaltigen Meinungen der Gelehr- 
ten2” 1790; s. 88—96. 


If. The Justice and Necessity of the Punishments 
of Hell; the Sins which being Condemnation in: 
their train ; and the different Degrees of Punish- 
ment. 


(1) That there will be punishments in the 
future state nas been believed by nearly all men 
who have reflected impartially upon the world, 
the destiny of man as a moral being, and upon 
the. attributes of God. It is obvious to every 
one that the earth is not the theatre of the divine 
justice, and that the lot of man here below is 
not justly apportioned to his moral conduct 
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The greatest criminal often goes unpunished, 
and lives, perhaps, in external peace and pros- 
perity; and the pious, good man is often unre- 
warded, lives in adverse external circumstances, 
and frequently is severely persecuted. All this, 
now, appears to contradict our ideas of the di- 
vine justice, goodness, and wisdom, and makes 
the destination of man an inexplicable riddle. 

As soon, therefore, as men came to believe in 
a future life, and began to reflect upon the dis- 
proportion which now exists between the moral 
character and the happiness of men, the thought 
would naturally suggest itself to their minds 
that the proper theatre of divine justice will be 
first opened in the world to come, and that the 
punishment of the sinner there may be as confi- 
dently expected as the reward of the righteous, 
since in this way only can either the justice or 
goodness of God be vindicated. Vide the Arti- 
cle on Providence, especially s. 71, VI., ad 
finem. Also Michaelis, Ueber die Lehre von 
der Siinde, s. 314. Such, accordingly, is the 
uniform representation of the New Testament. 
Vide 2 Thess. i. 5, seq.; Rom. ii. 6, seq. 

(2) Causes of condemnation. According to the 
conceptions of men possessing only avery limited 
and imperfect knowledge of moral things, it is 
only a few of the grosser crimes which are 
punished after death. In proportion as their 
ideas on moral subjects become enlarged and 
perfected, the number of offences which they re- 
gard as liable to punishment is increased, and 
they come at length to the just result that every 
sin must be punished. Vides. 150, II. 2. And 
so, according to the express doctrine of the New 
Testament, all trreligiousness (an ungodly dis- 
position, forgetfulness of God, dcoéBeva), every 
transgression of the divine precepts, all kinds 
of vice and moral corruption, will be inevitably 
punished in the future world; and this punish- 
ment will be inflicted not only upon those who, 
like Jews and Christians, have the express 
written law of God, but also upon the heathen, 
who have merely the law of nature. Vile Rom. 
ii. 6—16; Gal. iv. 8; Matt. xxv. 41, seq.3 1 
Cor. vi. 9; 2 Pet. ii. 1—3. 

Especially is amorva or dwevSeva represented 
as a cause of condemnation. So Marl, xvi. 16, 

‘he that believeth not is condemned.” John, 
lil. 18, and ver. 36, 5 dmewSav via odx ddera 
Conv, GAN 4 Spyy @zov péver ex’ ator. By this 
unbelief is meant, the deliberate rejection of the 
doctrine of Christ, and disobedience to his pre- 
cepts, against one’s better conviction. It in- 
cludes also apostasy from the Christian doctrine 
when it has been once received and acknowledged 
as true; Hebrews, x. 26, 39. Everything there- 
fore which draws after it punishment in the fu- 
ture world may be comprehended under dnoria 
and dvouva—a criminal disbelief and transgres- 
sion of the divine precepts. Whoever, then, is 
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dnveros or dvouos, will be unhappy hereafter, 
however different the degrees of unhappiness 
may be. On the contrary, niotis and %yvomog 
Blog (edoé Secu) will be followed by blessedness, 
however great the difference in degree may be. 
It will be understood, of course, that among the 
unbelieving who will be punished those are not 
included who have no opportunity to become 
acquainted with the divine will or with the 
Christian doctrine, or who are naturally incapa- 
citated for this; in short, those who do not be- 
lieve without any fault of their own—e. g., 
children and many of the heathen. Vides. 121. 

Note.—-As to the number of those who will be 
saved and lost, the Bible says nothing definitely 
When, on a certain occasion, the question was 
proposed to Christ, Whether the number of the 
saved would be small? he gave an answer, ac- 
cording to Luke, xiii. 23, seq., of the following 
import :—* Ask not such questions from an idle 
curiosity, but act as if thou wert alone among 
many thousands.” There are, indeed, many 
who will be saved, (cf. ver. 28, 29, and Rev. 
vii. 9,) but among thern there will be many 
whose lot it was supposed would be different; 
and not all of those who account themselves the 
heirs of salvation, and are so esteemed by others, 
will be found in this number, ver. 29, 30. It 
is often distinctly affirmed by Christ, that among 
those who profess his name there are many 
who will not obtain eternal life, although he de- 
sires to lead all to salvation. E.g., Matt. xx. 16; 
xxii. 14, ‘* many are called, but few are chosen” 
—1i. e., many who hear me suffer themselves 
to be instructed in my doctrine, and become ex 
ternally professors of my religion (xayrov); but 
few, however, belong to-the number of the 
chesen saints, the elect, those who are well- 
pleasing in the sight of God, who do that which 
is commanded them, who are what they should 
be. It is the same as to Matt. vil. 13, 14, where 
Christ, shews that the way in which many 
teachers lead the people is not the right way for 
attaining salvation—i. e., their instruction is not 
true and salutary, although followed by the ma- 
jority of men (/atavia); the right and sure way 
which he points out meets with less approbation 
(it is narrow and forsaken, trodden by few), be- 
cause it is more difficult and requires many sa- 
crifices. For there were at that time but few 
who believed on him, and kept his command- 
ments with the whole heart. 

(3) As there are future punishments, they 
must be different in degree. Vide Morus, p. 298, 
s. 9. This might be concluded @ priori, and 
might be reasonably expected from the justice 
of God; for there are different degrees in sin, 
and one is greater than another; (vide s. 81, 
II.;) and hence punishments, both natural and 
positive, must be proportionately varied. Now 
this is the uniform doctrine of Jesus and the 
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apostles. The moré knowledge of the divine 
will a man has, the more opportunity and in- 
ducement to avoid sin, the greater the incentives 
to faith and virtue which are held up before him, 
by so much is his responsibility increased, and 
the greater will be his punishment if he does not 
make a faithful use of his advantages. «The 
servant who knows his Lord’s will, and does it 
not, deserves to be beaten with many stripes.” 
«'fo whom much is given, of him will much be 
required.” Matt. x. 15; xxiii. 15; Luke, xii. 
46. Hence Paul says that the heathen who act 
against the law of nature will be punished ; but 
that the Jews will be punished more than they, 
because they had more knowledge, and more was 
given to them. 

But we can go no farther than this general 
sule, that this difference of degree will be ap- 
portioned xara yrdew, morev, and Xpya. For 
God alone is able rightly to appoint punish- 
ments, and to fix their degree, since he alone is 
able by his oniniscience to determine infallibly 
the degree of sin and its ill desert. It may 
therefore be, that many whom we regard as ut- 
terly damnable may not in God’s judgment de- 
serve damnation, or not that degree of it which 
we award them. Others, on the contrary, to 
whom we might adjudge reward, may appear 
in the eyes of God to deserve severe punish- 
ment 
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OURATION OF FUTURE PUNISHMENTS; REASONS 
FOR AND AGAINST THEIR ETERNAL DURATION. 


Reasons in favour of the Eternal Duration of Fu- 
ture Punishments, and what is, or may be, ob- 
jected against these Reasons. 


(1) From the holy scriptures. In the New 
Testament, the punishments of hell are ex- 
pressly described as eternal. In Matt. xxv. 41, 
46, we find zvp aidycov and xdracts aiwyeos Op- 
posed to Gan aidrvos: in both of these sentences, 
therefore, must aids be taken in the same 
sense, per legem disjunctionis. And so, if in 
connexion with fa7, it means wnending, elernal, 


it must mean the same in connexion with wvp. | 
{nn accordance with this must other texts be ex- ' 


plained; as where it is said respecting the fallen 
angels, that they are bound in decuoi dsdwr, 
Jude, ver. 6, coll. 2 Pet. ii. 4; Rev. xiv. 11; 
BreSpos aldrios, 2 Thess. i. 9; Mark, ix: 44, 465 
Rev. xx. 10. So in John, iii. 36, where it is 
said respecting unbelievers, wévee 7 dpy7j @cov— 
ctx derar Conv. In Matt. xxvi. 24, Christ 
says respecting Judas, “that it would have 
been better for him never to have been born.” 

With regard to these texts we shall here sub- 
{sin some observations. 
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(a) On the texts in which aidy and OLiwbveog 
are used. These are regarded by some as not 
decisive. For Dy and addy are used to denote 
any long duration or period of time. Sometimes 
they refer to the past, and denote ages gone by, 
ancient days, antiquity ; thus, xvrar aidyvia, Ps. 
XXiv. 7,93 Urn aida, years of antiquity, Ps. 
Ixxvii. 53 ypovov ator, Rom. xvi. 253 az’ 
aiwyos, Acts, iii, 21. Sometimes they refer to 
future time, and are applied to everything 
which lasts long, although in time it may come 
to an end, or has come to it already. For the 
Hebrews and other ancient people have no one 
word for expressing the precise idea of eterniiy. 
Cf. s, 20, III., respecting the eternity of God. 
Thus Paul, 2 Cor. iv. 18, opposes aidmoy to 
noooxacpov. Thus dvaSyx7 aidyos is used with 
reference to the Mosaic institute, although it 
came to an end, Ex. xxxi. 16; the same as to 
tepareia aides, Num. xxv. 13. 

From this, as some suppose, it follows, that 
xOAacs aiayios May mean either the pain and 
condemnation ordained by God of old (as Christ 
says, with regard to the blessedness opposed to 
it, that it was xponrovpacuévn, Matt. xxv. 34, 
41), or misery and happiness long continued, 
lasting for ages, without yet designating a dura- 
tion absolutely endless; or both of these senses 
may be comprehended under this expression. In 
the invisible world, everything is acarov and 
aidcov. There, according to the conceptions of 
all nations, time is not measured by years and 
short human periods, as it is here in the world, 
but by long periods, by ages. 

To this some add the remark, that mip and 
xonracts aiaveos properly denote the place, the 
kingdorn, the residence of the lost—the state of 
condemnation ; as Baotrsca @zov and Can avdwog 
denote the place, the abode of the blessed. 
This place, they say, may be eternal, because 
it will never be without occupants, or persons 
who endure punishment on account of sin. 
There will always be two different kingdoms, 
one of happiness, the other of misery, the dis- 
tinction between which will never be removed, 
and which can never be united. But from this 
it does not follow that every person who has 
once been there, or suffered punishment, will 
remain there for ever. 

(b) As to the phrase, ‘heir worm dieth not, 
&c., Mark, ix., this, it is said, occurs also in 
Is. Ixvi. 24, with reference to the unhappy fate 
of the idolatrous Israelites, and is transferred 
here to the punishments of hell. Since, how- 
ever, in the former case it does not denote an 
absolute eternity of suffering, but only its 
dreadfulness and long continuance, so it is at 
least possible it may mean the same here. And 
as to the term pévec in John, iii., the idea of 
eternity is still less implied in this. As usec 
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by John, it may stand for eZvac, and denote only 
the certainty and inevitablenesss of future pu- 
nishments. 

(c) In the passage with regard to Judas, 
Matt. xxvi., the language employed, it is said, 
may be proverbial and popular, not admitting of 
a strict construction. It is as much as to say, 
« such an one makes himself extremely misera- 
ble; well would it be for him had he never 
been born !”” 

But those texts in which there is a clear con- 
trast between Cay aidvios and xoracrs aiarvos, 
cannot be so easily explained away as some 
suppose. And if any one considers them im- 
partially, and without attempting to prevent 
their obvious meaning, he will not fail to de- 
rive from them, as Morus justly observes, (p. 
300, ad finem,) **¢dea sempzternitatis, non autem 
longi temporis.”” For since Gay aiarws in all 
the other discourses of Jesus is understood, 
without contradiction, to denote a blessed life 
lasting for ever, there is no reason for under- 
standing it differently here. And if Ca7 atayeos 
here means efernal life, then, per legem disjune- 
tionis, must xdrasis aiaveos denote eternal, wn- 
ending punishment. And the other texts relat- 
ing to this subject must now be explained in 
accordance with these. 

(2) Other arguments @ priori have been em- 
ployed in behalf of the eternity of future punish- 
ments. 

(a) The guilt (culpa, reatus) of sin, it is said, 
is infinite, and its punishment must therefore be 
the same. ‘The injured majesty of the law- 
giver is ¢nfinite, and hence punishment for the 
injury must be infinite too, This argument 
was employed by many of the schoolmen— 
e. g., Thomas Aquinas, and has also been urged 
by Mosheim, and other modern theologians. 

Answer.—There is no infinitus reatus peccato- 
rum, nor can the object against which sin is 
committed be made in every case the measure 
of its criminality or ill desert; certainly this 
cannot be done with regard to God. Vide s. 
81, ad finem. 

(b) Every sin is followed, to all eternity, by 
injurious consequences to him who commits it; 
as every virtue or good action is followed by 
good consequences. The wicked, therefore, 
must be miserable to all eternity, and endure 
the punishment of their sins. : 

Answer.—TVhis is very true, as far as natural 
punishinents, or the natural evil consequences 
of sin, are spoken of. And if these are meant 
when the eternity of future punishments is 
mentioned, then indeed must they be called 
eternal, since something will always be de- 
tracted from the happiness of the sinner for his 
kaving sinned, even if he repents, and all posi- 
t¥e punishments are removed from him or re- 
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pealed, as it cannot be otherwise than that the 
natural consequences of sin should always re- 
main. Those who have sinned-will always 
stand proportionably below others in point of 
happiness, as there are degrees both of blessed- 
ness and misery. 

Here, however, two things should be remark- 
ed—viz., first, all the consequences of our ac- 
tions cannot be imputed to us, and so all the 
evil consequences of our actions cannot be re- 
garded as punishment, especially in case it was 
impossible for us to foresee these consequences, 
or when we sinned unintentionally. Secondly. 
Divine Providence has wisely ordered it, that 
good and useful consequences shall often result 
even from the sins of men, and these conse- 
quences are equally wnending—e. g., through 
the unbelief of the Jews the heathen are saved, 
according to Paul, Rom. xi. This now should 
be taken into consideration, in mitigation of the 
guilt and punishableness of many sins. 

(c) Another argument in behalf of the eter- 
nity of future punishments is drawn from the 
scientia media Det. Vide s. 22,1. With regard 
to some men, God foresaw that if they conti- 
nued here upon the earth they would sin with- 
out cessation. Since now these persons are 
such, as to their whole constitution and dispo- 
sition, that they would go on for ever to sin, 
they are justly punished for ever. This argu- 
ment was employed by Fulgentius and Gregory 
the great; and it has been again used of late by 
Drexel, Baumgarten, Troschel, and others. 

Answer.—It cannot be reconciled with our 
ideas of justice that sins which were never ac- 
tually committed should be punished as if they 
had been committed. If a human ruler should 
punish an individual for crimes of which he was 
never actually guilty, but which he knew with 
certainty he would perpetrate if he had means, 
time, and opportunity, it would doubtless be 
pronounced unjust and tyrannical. The fact, 
too, is very questionable, whether there are any 
men who would go to sin without interruption, 
in every possible situation and under all cir 
cumstances in which they might be placed im 
this world. Nothing like this is taught us in 
the Christian doctrine. According to this, God 
punishes only za %pya, or & Unpatey Exacros 
Rom. ii. 6; 2 Cor. v. 10. 

(d) The eternity of the punishments of hell 
is inferred by others from the bias to sin, which 
will continually acquire strength in those who 
are lost, and finally make repentance impossible. 
It is often seen, even here upon the earth, how 
deeply this propensity to sin takes root when it 
is long indulged, and how difficult, and indeed 
impossible, repentance becomes. Besides, the 
use of the means of grace is confined ts the pre 
sent life. Hereafter there will be no preaching 
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of the word of God, and no sacraments, and the 
grace of God will no longer be there given to 
bring men to repentance. 

Answer.—In these statements there is much 
which is vague and incapable of proof. 

First. The state of things in the future world 
is very different from the state here. ‘The rea- 
son why the bias to sin takes such deep root, 
and whiy reformation is so difficult in the pre- 
sent world, often lies in the external circum- 
stances by which man is surrounded, and which 
make an irresistible impression upon his senses. 
As soon as these objects can be removed, or the 
impression which they make upon the senses 
ean be weakened, it is seen that reformation 
becomes more easy. But now in the future 
world the spirits of lost men will no longer be 
surrounded by these external objects, which 
prove so exciting to the senses; so that, even 
if the impression before made upon them by 
these objects should for awhile remain, they 
must still, from the very nature of the human 
soul, become weaker and weaker in the absence 
of these excitements. It would seem, there- 
fore, that sometimes, at least, the propensity to 
sin must gradually decrease in the future world, 
especially when we consider that those who are 
lost, being no longer deceived by external and 
sensible objects, and being no longer withdrawn 
from reflection as when upon the earth, will 
now see and deeply feel the evil consequences 
of sin. 

Secondly. From hence we may conclude, if 
the use of reason is not wholly denied to the 
damned, and if their moral nature is not wholly 
destroyed, that it is not improbable that even in 
hell they may possibly conceive an abhorrence of 
sin, and renounce their love for it, although the 
word of God is not there preached, nor the sacra- 
ments there administered. Morus, p. 301. The 
knowledge which they will carry with them 
from this life into the next cannot be entirely 
obliterated; nor can it be supposed that God 
will compel them to sin, or so entirely withhold 
from them his grace that they will not be able 
. to come to the knowledge of their sins, and to 
renounce the prejudice and wickedness cherish- 
ed during the present life. For God to do this 
would be to punish sin with sin, and to be him- 
self the author of new offences. It may be 
asked, then, whether the end of the divine pu- 
nishments, to promote the actual reformation of 
those upon whom they are inflicted, may not be 
attained even, in the case of those who will 
hereafter be condemned ? 

Thirdly. But should any one say that these 
punishments will be so severe, and will cause 
so great pain, that they will rather drive those 
upon whom they aro inflicted to despair, dis- 
traction, or fury, than » “omote their repentance, 
he does not consider: 


5 such a statement can | 
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hardly be reconciled with our ideas of the jus 
tice and goodness of God. These ideas do not 
permit us to suppose that he will punish any 
one as an offender from whom he himself has 
withdrawn all opportunity for repentance and 
all freedom of action. He only can be rightly 
punished who enjoyed freedom, but would not 
employ the means and opportunities for reform- 
ation which were offered him. 


IL. Arguments for the Finiteness of Futwre Punish- 
ments, and Objections to these Arguments. 


Besides what is commonly said to invalidate 
the prevailing opinion of the eternity of future 
punishments, the following arguments are often 
employed to support the opinion that they are 
finite in duration. ‘These arguments are of very 
unequal weight. 

(1) &rguments from the New Testament. 
(a) The advocates of this opinion appeal to the 
declaration of Peter, Acts, iii. 21, where ypovee 
Gnoxatactacews rtavrwy are spoken of, which 
God had before promised by the prophets. This 
is understood by many to denote the future re- 
covery of lost spirits and men to a happy condi- 
tion, which is on this account called restoration. 
(b) The finiteness of future punishments is in- 
ferred by others from the efficacy and univer- 
sality of the merits of Christ. ‘There is no rea- 
son, they say, to limit the salutary consequences 
of his work merely to the present life. It will 
continue to be efficacious in the future world if 
man is only willing to reform. Such is the 
reasoning of many, and they refer to 1 Cor. xv. 
22—28, where Savaros denotes misery and the 
punishment of sin; and also other texts. 

Answer.—From the New Testament, how- 
ever, no clear argument can be derived in be- 
half of the finite duration of future punish- 
ments; for, 

(a) The passage in 1 Cor. xv. treats of death 
in the literal sense, since Savares is there op- 
posed to the resurrection of the dead, and it is 
there expressly said that Christ, in raising the 
dead to life, will conquer this last enemy of the 
human race. Cf.s.98, ad fin. This is therefore 
described as his last great work for the good of 
the human race. And so, judging from this pas- 
sage, one could expect no influence of Christ, 
or of his work for the good of men, beyond the 
grave. 

(b) That the passage referred to in Acts iii. 
does not relate to this point is beyond all ques- 
tion. Vide Ernesti’s Programm on this text, 
in his “* Opuse. Theol.,” p. 477, seq. Cf. s. 97, 
ad finem. he meaning of this passage is as 
follows :—‘* The heavens have received Christ, 
or retain him within themselves, as long as 
(apes ob) the happy period of the New Testamene 
continues.” He will not come again to found 
an earthly kingdom. In ver. 20, these ypevor 
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Grtoxaracraces ndvrwy are called xarpor dvadi- 
Ecws arto Kuptov, and in Heb. ix. 10, xaxpos dvop3u- 
ews. Thus itis said in Matt. xvii. 11, Hacas 
(i. e., John) dztoxaractyjoe mavra, where the 
phrase is taken from the Sept. Version of Mal. 
iv. 6. Tava refers to everything which needs 
reformation in religious affairs, and to every- 
thing which is predicted by the prophets. Cf. 
Morus, p. 301. 

(c) Nor is there in the discourses of Jesus a 
single passage which encourages the hope that 
there will be a termination of future punish- 
ments. Cf., e. g., Luke, xvi. 

(2) Arguments from reason for the finite dura- 
tion of future punishments. The principal of 
these are drawn from our ideas of the divine at- 
tributes, the goodness, wisdom, and justice of 
God. How can it be reconciled with these at- 
tributes, it is asked, that God should make so 
large a number of his rational creatures for ever 
miserable? How can God, who is love itself, 
punish his creatures eternally because they have 
lived a few years only in a thoughtless, wicked, 
and irrational manner? This seems to be 
wholly disproportionate. Again it is asked, 
how could God create beings whose eternal 
misery he foresaw ? 

To these questions it may be replied, 

(a) That although the views expressed in 
them are in general true, yet our limited under- 
standing is unable to determine, zn particular 
cases, what is to be expected from the divine 
goodness, wisdom, and justice, and what is ac- 
cordant with these attributes, and what other- 
wise. And so, although it may appear to us to 
be agreeable to the goodness and the other attri- 
butes of God to put a period to the punishments 
of hell, still it does not follow that he must ne- 
zessarily, or will actually do this. Did we not 
see it to be a fact, that God has created a world 
m which there is so much physical and moral 
evil, we should proceed to argue, on this prin- 
ciple, that it would be inconsistent with his 
perfections to give such a world existence, and 
should think that we had reasoned conclusively. 

(6) Again; in reply to the above questions it 
may be said, that God does not look merely at 
Single individuals, but has respect to the whole 
of his creation, and that he must prefer the wel- 
fare of the whole to that of afew. The offender 
himself may not always be benefited by the di- 
vine punishments visited upon him, but his ex- 
ample may yet serve for the warning of others, 
and thus conduce to their good. Cf. Rom. ix. 
17,22. Thus the eternal punishments inflicted 
upon some may perhaps serve, through all eter- 
nity, to deter from sins many other beings in the 
boundless empire of God—good angels, and 
men redeemed, and perhaps still other classes 
of beings not belonging to this world. By 
this punishment, therefore, a good may be done 
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for many which will overbalance the evil in- 
flicted on a few. ‘The subject is exhibited by 
Michaelis in this light in his work, «* Von dex 
Sunde,” s. 325, seq. Plato, in his Gorgias, 
near the end, ascribes a similar thought to So- 
érates ; ‘he believed that the irreclaimable part 
of mankind would be eternally punished, as 
nopaderyuata, (va GrAoL pares, poBovpevor BeA~ 
tiovs yévovtat.”” There is much probability in 
this thought. The force of it, however, some 
endeavour to invalidate, by saying that it is 
conceiving of God too narrowly, and too much 
after the manner of men. God cannot be want- 
ing in other means by which this object could 
be more easily and surely attained. Again; itis 
very much to be doubted whether the example of 
persons condemned to eternal punishment would 
have such a powerful effect upon all, and ac- 
tually deter them from sin. This effect is not 
certainly produced upon many here in this 
world, who believe most confidently in the 
eternity of future punishments. Moreover, it 
is an imperfection belonging to human legisla- 
tors and rulers, and not therefore to be trans- 
ferred to the supreme legislator, that the pu- 
nishments inflicted by them often serve merely 
for the warning of others, and eannot secure the 
reformation of those who are punished. Vide 
s. 31, No. 2, respecting the positive justice of 
God. 


SECTION CLVIII. 


RESULT DRAWN FROM COMPARING AND EXAMIN- 
ING THE DIFFERENT ARGUMENTS FOR ANP 
AGAINST THE ETERNAL DURATION OF FUTURB 
PUNISHMENT, AND A SKETCH OF THE HISTORY 
OCF THIS DOCTRINE. 


I. Result of the Reasons for and against this 
Doctrine. 


(1) Tere is not a single text in the New 
Testament, either in the discourses of Christ or 
in the writings of the apostles, which clearly 
authorizes the hope of an entire and universal 
removal of all future punishments ; but exactly © 
the opposite of this sentiment is expressly af- 
firmed in many passages. Vide s. 157, I. 1, 
and Il. 1. 

(2) The following remarks, drawn partly 
from scripture and partly from reason, may 
serve to illustrate and confirm what we are 
taught in the Bible respeeting the duration of 
punishment in the future world. There are 
two kinds of punishment which the wicked will 
be made to suffer—viz., 

(¢) Natural punishment. As every action 
morally good is followed by endless good cons 
sequences to him who performs it, so it is with 
every wrong action. ‘This is founded in the 
wise constitution of things which God himself 
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nas established. When, therefore, natural pu- 
nishtments are spoken of, it is obvious to reason 
how an eternal duration of User may be affirm- 
ed. Indeed, reason cannot conceive it to be 
otherwise, since there is no promise of God, 
either in the holy scriptures or clsewhere, that 
the natural evil consequences of sins once com- 
mitted will ever cease. In order to this there 
must be some incomprehensible miracle per- 
formed, and this God has not promised to do. 
Hence, as far as natural punishments are con- 
cerned, their eternal duration may be affirmed, 
both on grounds of scripture and reason. Cf. 
8. 157, I. 2. 

(b) Positive punishments. With regard to these 
we may conceive that they may be removed; 
indeed, much can be said, on grounds of reason, 
to render this opinion probable. 'To hope that God 
would remove the positive punishments of sins, 
in case the sinner, even in the future life, should 
come to the knowledge of himself, and truly 
repent, would seem to be agreeable to the divine 
goodness and justice. That the repentance of 
the sinner in the future world is absolutely im- 
possible is not taught in the scriptures. Vide 
8. 157, 1, 2, coll. s. 63, II. Note, respecting the 
fallen angels. And that even these miserable 
beings are by no means wholly excluded from 
the active proofs of the goodness and justice of 
God is evident from the fact that the Bible ex- 
pressly teaches that the lot of some of the 
damned will be more light and tolerable than that 
of others. Vide Matt. xi. 22, 24; x. 15; Luke, 
xii. 48. The phrase xoracrs atwros may per- 
haps relate therefore merely to the natural pu- 
nishments of sin, and not to the positive. Still 
it cannot be shewn that this phrase does and 
must refer exclusively to these natural punish- 
ments, and it is still possible that both these 
kinds of punishment may be comprehended in 
its meaning. In short, no arguments which are 
merely philosophical furnish anything more than 
a certain degree of probability on this subject; 
they cannot enable us to decide anything defi- 
nitely with regard to it. We know too little 
what the positive punishments of the future 
world will be, to speak decidedly with regard 
to them. Where the object is unknown to us, 
we cannot pronounce decidedly that the predi- 
cate of eternal duration may not be applied to 
them. But allowing that positive punishments 

may be wholly removed from one who may 
have actually repented, still the natural evil 
consequences of sin will not therefore, of neces- 
sity, come to an end. These may, indeed, be- 
come more light and tolerable to one who has 
repented, but even such an one can never be 
happy in the same degree as another who has 
never sinned. Such an one will always stand 
pn a lower point of happiness than others, and 
70 
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there will always be a great culf fixed between 
him and them. 

(3) The wisdom which Christ and hig apos- 
tles always shewed in exhibiting this doctrine 
should be imitated by all Christian teachers. 
In our practical instructions we should nevei 
indulge in speculations, or suffer ourselves to 
enter upon the investigation of learned questions 
which the unpractised cannot understand, and 
will but too easily misconstrue and pervert. 
Even the distinction between natural and posi- 
tive punishments cannot be made perfectly plain 
to the unlearned ; and hence it is never insisted 
upon in the sacred scriptures; and that positive 
punishments will ever wholly cease in the fu- 
ture world can be shewn incontrovertibly nei- 
ther from the Bible nor any other source. It is 
moreover impossible to prevent the doctrine of 
the finite duration of future punishments, let it 
be stated ever so guardedly, from being pervert- 
ed in various ways by the great mass of man- 
kind, to their own injury. 

Let the teacher, therefore, adhere to the sim- 
ple doctrine of the Bible; the more so, consi- 
dering how little we know of the future world, 
and how liable we are, through our ignorance, 
to mistake. Had more full disclosures on this 
subject been necessary or useful for us in the 
present life, they would have been given to us 
by God either through nature, or direct revela- 
tion, or in both these ways. But since he has 
not seen fit to do this, let the Christian teacher 
exhibit faithfully and conscientiously that only 
which Christ and the apostles taught on this 
subject, without either adding anything to their 
testimony, or diminishing aught from it. 

Note.-—Some modern writers, who admit that 
eternal punishments are threatened in the Bibie, 
but who are unable to reconcile this doctrine 
with their preconceived philosophical or theo- 
logical principles, have hit upon the thought 
that God has merely threatened these eternal 
punishments, in order to deter men more effec- 
tually from sin, and to sustain more firmly the 
authority of his law; but that it depends upon 
himself to what degree he will fulfil his threat- 
enings. In executing the sentence, he can and 
will, it is said, abate something from the seve- 
rity of the punishment threatened. So thought 
Tillotson, in his Sermon on the Pains of Hell. 
And this view has appeared not improbable to 
many German theologians—e. g., Bushing, 
Bahrdt, (in his « Dogmatik,”) Less, and others. 

But such a supposition is unworthy of God. 
Human legislators do, indeed, in consequence 
of their weakness, sometimes resort to such ex- 
pedients, in order to sustain the authority of 
their laws. Still such measures, even among 
men, are generally followed by injurious conse- 
quences, and are rarely adopted except by weak 
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princes. But with regard to God, who is faith- 
ful and true, such a supposition is incongruous. 
Nor does he need any such expedients, since he 
cannot want for means to effect this object, 
without going contrary to his veracity. Be- 
sides, the whole strength and efficacy of all the 
threatenings connected with the divine laws 
would by this supposition be diminished. For 
men are always inclined enough to believe that 
they shall not, after all these threatenings, be 
dealt with so strictly and severely, because they 
have been accustomed to see some abatement 
of the penalty annexed to human laws, when it 
comes to be inflicted. But against so hurtful a 
mistake the holy scriptures labour with the 
greatest earnestness, and everywhere insist 
upon the doctrine of the divine veracity, and 
the unfailing fulfilment of the divine threaten- 
ings; e. g., Heb. iv. 12, 13. 


IL. Sketch of the History of this Doctrine among 
Christians. 


Cf. Burnet, De Statu Mortuorum et Resur- 
gentium; also, J. A. Dietelmair, Hist. Anti- 
quior Commenti Fanatici de dmoxaracracewots 
naveay; Altorf, 1769, Svo; and Cotta, Historia 
succincta Dogmatis de Pcenarum Infernalium 
Duratione; Ttibing. 1774. 

(1) We are not to expect any deeply-learned 
and philosophical investigations and distinc- 
tions, with regard to this subject, from the sim- 
plicity of the earliest Christian period. The 
teachers were then contented with the simple 
doctrine of the apostles which has been already 
exhibited, and they made use of this with the 
most happy success in their didactic and horta- 
tory discourses. Afterwards, since the second 
century, when they began to mingle the philo- 
sophy of the schools with Christianity, they fell 
into speculation upon this doctrine. Some un- 
dertook to define the idea of atiéd»vos more accu- 
rately, and to shew that it does not necessarily 
imply punishments which are strictly unending. 
Others insisted upon the literal meaning of this 
term, and would have it taken in its strictest 
sense. ‘Thus two parties were formed. These 
might perhaps have found some points of union, 
or at least of approximation, if they had properly 
considered the distinction between natural and 
positive punishments. But no traces of this 
distinction can be found in most of the ancients; 
certainly they did not see it, and all the conse- 
quences which can be derived from it, with suf- 
ficient distinctness, 

(2) The doctrine that the pains of hell are 
finite in duration was first clearly taught by 
some of the Christian teachers of the Alexan- 
drine school in the second century. They ob- 
viously derived their mode of representation 
from the principles of the Platonic philosophy. 
Plato regarded punishments merely as medi- 
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cinal, designed to effect the cure of the disorders 
of men. He supposed that all spirits and sc uls 
not wholly irreclaimable would be morally pu- 
rified and renovated by means of punishments, 
and would in this way attain to happiness; 
which, however, would be very different as to 
its degree. But still he, as well as Socrates, 
believed in the unending punishment of the irre- 
claimable. Cf. s. 150. 

Even in Clement of Alexandria we find a 
clear exhibition of these Platonic ideas. Cf. 
Strom. 4 and 6. But Origen, in the third cens 
tury, taught ‘still more plainly, axoxaracracer 
Sarmorvay xal doeBav avSporeav, and mpooxae 
poy elvar xoracw docBav dvSpamav, and endea~ 
voured to establish this doctrine by many argue 
ments. In the works of his which are still 
extant, there are passages which are clearly of 
this import—e. g., in his works, ‘¢ Contra Cel- 
sum,” v. 15; ‘*De Principiis,” ii. 5. Homil. 
19, in Jerem., and Athanasius and other ancient 
writers, are agreed that he taught this doctrine, 
Some modern writers have undertaken to dis- 
pute this, though without sufficient reason.* 
Origen was followed in this doctrine by many 
of the learned Grecian fathers—e. g., Diodorus 
of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and others 
of the school of Origen. Even in the Latin 
church this opinion was widely disseminated 
in the fourth century, as we learn from Augus- 
tine and Hieronymus. 

But in opposition to these, the doctrine of the 
eternity of future punishments was affirmed by 
other equally distinguished teachers—e. g., 
Gregory of Nazianzum, Basilius, John of Con- 
stantinople, and among the Latins, by Hiero- 
nymus, Augustine, and others. Even in the 
fourth century Origen and his adherents were 
severely reproached on account of this and other 
doctrines which had been already freely circu- 
lated. At length the ecclesiastical anathema 
was pronounced upon this doctrine. Among 
the opponents of the school of Origen and of 
their doctrine on this subject, Theophilus of 
Alexandria, in the fourth and fifth centuries, 
was especially distinguished. The doctrine of 
Origen was therefore condemned by the fourth 
council at Carthage, in the year 398, and after- 
wards by many other councils, and in opposi- 
tion to it the doctrine of the eternity of future 
punishment was established as the faith of the 
church. 

(3) Still the doctrine of the limited duration 
of future punishment has never wanted defend- 
ers. Even during the dark ages and among the 


* [Neander, while he concedes that Origen taught 
this doctrine, thinks it is one of those points respecte 
ing which his opinion afterwards changed. Cf. Ne 
ae Allg. Kirch. Gesch. b. i. Abth. fii. s, 10€8,— 
Tr.] 
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schoolmen there were some who took this 
ground, especially Scotus Erigena in the ninth 
century, and the Abbot Raynaldus in the 
twelfth. But the great majority of teachers 
during this period held fast to the opposite opi- 
nion, and endeavoured to confirm it by new ar- 
guments ; so, e. ¢., Thomas Aquinas and others. 

But this doctrine of the limited duration of 
future punishment fell into very ill repute in the 
Western church, on account of its being pro- 
fessed by some of the enthusiastic and revolu- 
tionary parties in the sixteenth century, (e. g., 
by the Anabaptists,) and from its being inti- 
mately connected with their expectations and 
schemes. The mere profession of the doctrine 
came to be regarded as implying assent to the 
other extravagances of these parties, and as the 
signal for rebellion. Hence it is rejected in the 
symbolical books of the Lutheran church as an 
Anabaptistical doctrine; Augs. Confess, Art. 
xvii. In the form in which this doctrine was 
held by these sects it deserves the most unmin- 
gled disapprobation. Again; among the ill- 
famed Christian free-thinkers—e. g., the Soci- 
nians—there were some who professed it. In 
modern times it has been the same. This doc- 
trine has been advocated in the protestant church 
both by men who have stood in suspicion of 
enthusiasm, (e. g., Peterson, Lavater, and 
others,) and by some of the free-thinkers in 
philosophy and theology, although for very dif- 
ferent causes, and on very different grounds, by 
these two classes. 

The principal advocates of the common opi- 
nion on this subject, in modern times, are, 
Mosheim, in the Appendix to his Sermons; and 
among the philosophers, Leibnitz, Baumgarten 
in his Dogmatik and Vindicie Poenarum Aiter- 
narum; Halle, 1742: Schubert, Verniinftige 
Gedanken von der Endlichkeit der Héllenstra- 
fen, 3te Aufo. Jena, 1750; Heinr. Meine, Gute 
Sache der Lehre von der unendlichen Dauer 
der HélJenstrafen; Helmstadt, 1748; Schlitte, 
Ueberlegung der beiderseitiger Griinde fiir und 
wider die unendliche Ungliickseligkeit der 
Verbrecher, &c. Cf. also Michaelis, Von der 
Stinde, &c. 

The principal advocates of the doctrine of the 
Umited duration of future punishments are, 
Soner, (in an acute philosophical work, to 
which Leibnitz replied; vide Lessing’s Bey- 
trage zur Geschichte und Literatur, lr Beytr., 
Braunschweig, 1773, s. 201;) Eberhard, Apo- 
logie des Sokrates, th. i. and ii. ; Gruner, Theol, 
Dogm. p. 636; Basedow, Philalethie, s. 539 ; 
Steinbart, System, u. s. w. A work entitled 
Ueber die Strafe der Verdammten und deren 
Dauer; Leipzig, 1782; is composed with much 
reflection. The arguments on both sides are 
examined, and a middle course between them 
is chosen. Some have supposed that the wicked, 
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after enduring the punishments of hell for a 
season, will be at last annihilated, and have 
called this mortem xternam. Vide s. 151, ad 
finem. But according to scriptural usage, Sd- 
VATOS, OF OAESPOS aL@vvos, OF Sevrepos, 13 not anni= 
hilation, but eternal condemnation. 


ON ETERNAL BLESSEDNESS 


SECTION CLIX. 


INTRODUCTION TO THIS DOCTRINE; AND EXPLANA 
TION OF THE SCRIPTURAL PHRASEOLOGY WITH 
REGARD TO IT, 


I. Grounds for expecting a happier life hereafter. 


TuaT a more happy life is to be expected after 
death appears, even on grounds of reason, in a 
high degree probable, if either the present state 
of human life is considered, or the attributes of 
God, his goodness, justice, and wisdom. Cf. 
the arguments in behalf of the immortality of 
the soul, s. 149. Man and his destination are 
the most insolvable riddle, if he has received 
existence merely for the present life. And this 
riddle can be explained only on the supposition 
that the period of man’s existence extends be- 
yond the grave, and that there will properly 
begin the happy state where the pious will reap 
the fruits of what they have sown. 

The destination of man, as a moral being, is, 
holiness and proportionate happiness. As to 
holiness or moral perfection, it is and remains 
extremely defective during the present life; and 
even those who make the greatest advances in 
moral excellence still fall very far short of that 
high standard which is set up before them and 
which their own inmost feeling tells them they 
ought to attain. And as to happiness, it must 
be confessed that no one in the present life is 
perfectly happy, either as to body or soul, al- 
though there is implanted in all by the Creator 
a disposition to seek for happiness, and an in- 
extingnishable thirst to enjoy it. But how 
scanty and miserable is the satisfaction of this 
desire in the present life, even with those who 
in the judgment of others are enviably happy! 
Beautifully and faithfully is this described in 
Ecclesiastes—a book which contains the true 
philosophy of life. 

It is true, indeed, that agreeable sensations, 
both bodily and spiritual, are enhanced in their 
value and charm by being connected with unt 
pleasant sensations, if the unpleasant only go 
before, and the pleasant follow after. ‘Thus to 
the convalescent man, after he has endured 
great sufferings in his sickness, the mere cessa- 
tion of pain is an exquisite delight, while to 
those who have felt none of these sufferings if 
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1s no source of pleasure. But an order exactly 
the reverse is common in the life of men here 
upon the earth. The most cheerful time is that 
of youth; then we have the full power and 
bloom of life. The older we grow, the more 
we become entangled in business, burdened 
with cares, oppressed with griefs and distresses, 
infirmities of body and mind, perhaps with po- 
verty and disgrace. How sad were the lot of 
man if he had no future and happier life to 
expect! 

How many men are born with intellectual 
faculties and powers which they can never fully 
develop here, either because they die early or 
are wholly destitute of the means and opportu- 
nities for development and cultivation. Now if 
existence ceases with death, this sum of powers 
is wholly lost. But since our Creator does not 
give us even our bodily powers in vain and for 
no end, how much less can he have imparted 
the higher intellectual and especially moral fa- 
culties without design! 

It is no wonder, therefore, that the expecta- 
tion of a more happy state after the present life 
has, as it were, forced itself so universally 
upon reflecting men. But equally universal and 
equally well grounded is the hope of an wnend- 
ing continuance of this future happy state. For 
if itis not to continue for ever it ceases to be a 
truly happy condition. To foresee the end of a 
state of bliss would be of itself enough to dis- 
turb the happiness which we might for a time 
possess, and to embitter its enjoyment; and 
when it should actnally come to an end, it would 

leave us far more miserable than we were before 
~ we had experience of this blessedness. For one 
who is born and brought up poor and in a state 
of servitude will not feel his situation to be so 
miserable and oppressive as a rich or great man, 
who is cast down from his elevation and brought 
into the same condition, will find it to be. 

Great and inestimable, therefore, is the merit 
of Jesus Christ in giving to this doctrine of an 
eternal blessedness beyond the grave that firm- 
ness and certainty which it cannot receive from 
arguments of reason, by which it can be rendered 
only probable; and also in referring everything, 
as he does, to this future life. Vide John, xx. 
28; 1 John, ii. 253 Rom. ii. 7, and s. 148. Ex- 
cept for Christ we should have no satisfying 
certainty to lift us above all doubt. But now 
this doctrine is placed in the most intimate con- 
nexion with the history of his person, since he 
always represents himself as the one through 
whom we attain to the possession of this eter- 
nal happiness, and in whose society we shall 
enjoy it. Cf. the sections above cited, also s. 
120, II. 


Il. Nature and Names of Future Blessedness. 


On this subject we have no very clear and de- 
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finite knowledge, nor can we have in the present 
life. Men, indeed, usually conceive the joys of 
heaven to be the same as, or at least to resemble, 
the pleasures of this world; and each one hopes 
to obtain with certainty, and to enjoy in full mea- 
sure, beyond the grave, that good which he holds 
most dear upon earth—those favourite employ 
ments or particular delights which he ardently 
longs for here, but which he can seldom or never 
enjoy in this world, or in the enjoyment of which 
he has never been fully satisfied. Hence rude 
men, living only in the indulgence of their pas- 
sions and appetites, have always expected to find 
in heaven the uninterrupted enjoyment of sensual 
delights of every kind. The indolent man, or 
one who is exhausted by severe labour, regards 
rest and freedom from employment as the high- 
est good, and places the chief blessedness of 
heaven in this. But one who reflects soberly 
on this subject will easily see that the happi- 
ness of heaven must be a very different thing 
from earthly happiness. This last is of such 
a nature as to be soon followed by disgust and 
satiety. We should be very unhappy, if we 
should live for ever in the richest profusion of 
the highest earthly delights and joys, even 
could we continue in perpetual and never-fading 
youth. For all earthly joys and delights of 
which we know anything by experience, are of 
such a nature that after they have been enjoyed 
for a short time they lose their relish, and then 
follows satiety. Experience daily confirms the 
truth of what is said by the preacher, that every- 
thing upon earth zs vanity and vexation of spirit. 
If it were appointed to us in our present condi- 
tion to live for ever upon the earth, in the full 
enjoyment of all it can afford to please and 
charm, our lot were indeed pitiable. Had we 
tasted all possible earthly pleasures, and were 
there none now left which could attract us by 
their novelty, satiated with a joyless life we 
should wish ourselves dead, and even this 
wish, to our sorrow, would remain unsatisfied ; 
even that rest, or rather indolence and torpidity, 
which is so highly praised and so ardently 
longed for by some drones, would, long conti- 
nued, render us perfectly miserable, and at 
length become wholly intolerable. 

Cicero very justly remarks, that the blessed 
gods, according to the notion which the Epicu- 
reans entertained of them, could not possibly be 
happy, being without employment, and having 
nothing to think of, through all eternity, except 
belle est mihi. Hence the bliss and joys of the 
future world must be of an entirely different 
kind from what is called earthly joy and happi- 
ness, if we are there to be truly happy for ever. 

But since we have no distinct conceptions of 
those joys which never have been and never will 
be experienced by us here in their full extent, 
we have of course no words in our language to 
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express them, and connot therefore expect any 
elear description of them, even in the holy serip- 
tures. Cf. Morus, p. 298, s. 7, ad finem, and 
p- 299, note 1. Hence the Bible describes this 
happiness sometimes in general terms designat- 
ing its greatness, (as Romans, viii. 13—22; 2 
Cor. iv. 17, 18,) and sometimes by various beau- 
tiful images and figurative modes of speech, bor- 
rowed from everything which we know to be ct- 
tractive and desirable. 

The greater part of these images were already 
common among the Jewish contemporaries of 
Christ, but Christ and his apostles employed 
them in a purer sense than the great multitude 
of the Jews. The Orientalists are rich in such 
figures. They were employed by Mohammed, 
who carried them, as his manner was, to an ex- 
travagant excess, but at the same time said ex- 
pressly that they were mere figures, although 
many of his followers afterwards understood 
them literally, as has been often done in a similar 
way by many Christians. If all which is figura- 
tive is taken away, the main idea which is left is 
that of great felicity, which, as it is expressly 
said, will transcend all our expectations and con- 
ceptions. Vide 1 John, iii. 2; Col. iii. 3, Sa7 
nucov xéxpuntar. The passage 1 Cor. ii. 9, eye 
hath not seen, ear hath not heard, &c., (which is 
taken from Isa. Ixiv. 4,) does not properly relate 
to this subject. Judging from ver. 7, 8, the 
subject here treated of is the Christian doctrine, 
which was before unknown, and which is not 
the product of human invention. Still the whole 
passage leads to this, that God made these ex- 
traordinary provisions through Christ, in order 
to bring us to the enjoyment of an unspeakable 
bliss. Cf, also 1 Cor. xiii. 2. 

The following are among the principal names 
of future happiness, both literal and figura- 
tive :— 

(1) The literal appellations. Zon, Con aidvvos, 
which, according to Hebrew usage, signifies, a 
happy life, vita vere vitalis, eternal well-being. 
Hence the term épyy @zov is opposed to it— 
2. g., John, iii. 16, 36; also xaraxprots, x0racrs, 
xk. 7.2% Aoga, 6084 @cov, reward, Rom. il. 7; 
y. 3. ‘A@Sapova, dof, tyuy xot apSapoia, Rom. 
ii. 7; and eipyjvy, ver. 10. Addyvov Bapos dons, 
an eternal geward of full weight, 2 Cor. iv. 17. 
Yorzpia, owrnpia aiwveos, Heb. v. 9, &c. 

(2) Figurative representations. Among these 
is the name heaven. The abode of the departed 
saints is a place which, to us who live upon the 
earth, and while we remain here, is invisible 
and inaccessible, beyond the bound of the visi- 
ble world, and entirely separated from it; there 
they live in the highest well-being, and in a 
nearer connexion with God and Christ than 
here below. This place and state cannot be 
designated by any more fit and brief expression 
than that which is found in almost every lan- 
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guage—viz., heaven ; this, therefore, is frequents 
ly employed by the sacred writers. It is there 
that the highest sanctuary or temple of God is 
situated—i. e., it is there where the omnipre- 
sent God reveals himself most gloriously. That, 
too, is the abode of the higher spiritual creation 
of God. Thither was Christ translated; he 
calls it the house of his Father, and says that he 
has there prepared an abode for his followers, 
John, xiv. 2, coll. s. 23, IJ., and s. 97, II. 

This place was never conceived of in ancient 
times, as it has been by some modern writers, 
as a particular planet, or world, but as the wide 
expanse of heaven, high above the atmosphere, 
or starry heaven; hence it is sometimes called 
the ¢aird heaven, as being neither the atmo- 
sphere nor starry heaven. Vide 2 Cor. xii. 2. 
The remark of Morns is good, p. 297, note 4, 
‘*Mlud in carlo esse, magis indicat statum condi- 
tionemque hominis, quam locum certum.” 

Another figurative name is paradise, taken 
from the abode of the first man in his innocence. 
Vide vol. i. s. 52, ad finem. From this it is 
transferred to the abode of the blessed. Luke, 
Xxili. 435) 2 Cor. xii. 4; Rev. il. 7; xxi. 2. 

Again: this place is called the heavenly Jeru- 
salem (éxovpavis, xasyy, 7 avo); because the 
earthly Jerusalem was the capital city of the 
Jews, the place of the royal residence, and the 
seat of the divine worship, Gal. iv. 26; Heb. 
xii. 22; Rev. ili. 12. Baovreva odpardy, or @zov, 
Matt, xxv. 34; James, ii. 5; Bactreca éxovpareog 
and aidvos, 2 Tim. iv. 18; 2 Pet. i. 115 ovuBa- 
oursverw 7 Xprorg, 2 Tim. ii. 12—i. e., to be 
distinguished, honoured, and happy, as he is,— 
to enjoy royal felicity. Cicero says, wm nos 
regnare videbamur. The stoics say, omnem sapt- 
entem regnare. Kaypovouia and xarpos, (accord- 
ing to the Heb. w-» and bm, possidere, to attain 
to possession,) the possessing and fully enjoying 
happiness, as the ancient Israelites did Palestine. 
Hence xaypovouca rernpnuévy ev ovpavots, 1 Pet. 
i. 4; Heb. ix. 15. To sit down at table with 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob—i. e., to share with 
the pious of antiquity in the joys of salvation; 
to be in Abraham’s bosom—i. e., to sit next to 
Abraham, Luke, xvi. 22; Matt. viii. 11. Vide 
Wetstein, ad h. 1. SaSBarvomos, or dvartawors, 
aveots, Heb. iv. 10, 11, where it denotes the 
happiness of pious Christians, both in this life 
and that to come. Srépowos duxcvoatyns, the re- 
ward of piety, 2 Tim. iv. 8; Phil. iii. 14. 

(3) As to the abode of perfected and happy 
men after the judgment, when their souls will 
be again united with their bodies, the opinions of 
men have been very different. It is of chief im- 
portance to notice that it is always described in 
the New Testament as a very delightful and 
happy place. Moreover, the apostles teach dis- 
tinctly that this earth, after the present state of 
things is ended, will berenewed, and fitted for the 
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ordiaary residence of those whose souls will be 
again united with their bodies, in short, of the 
saints who will be raised, Vide 2 Pet. iii. 13, 
where he speaks of a new heavens and a new 
earth. Hence it is said in the Apocalypse, that 
the New Jerusalem in heaven (i. e., the abode 
of the departed souls of the pious) will, after 
_the resurrection, (when their souls will be again 
united with the body,) be let down (xacaBaivery) 
to the earth, (now renewed and beautified.) Rev. 
xxi. 1, seq., coll. Rom. viii. 18, seq. 


SECTION CLX. 


WHAT DO REASON AND SCRIPTURE TEACH AND 
LEAD US TO EXPECT, IN A GENERAL VIEW, AS 
TO THE REAL NATURE OF FUTURE BLESSED- 
Ness ¢ 


Tue sum of what we are taught by reason and 
scripture on this point may be comprehended 
under the three following particulars :—(a) We 
shall hereafter be entirely freed from the suffer- 
ings of this life; (b) Our future blessedness will 
be a continuation of the happiness of this life ; 
(c) But it will also’be increased by the addition 
of many new joys, which stand in no natural or 
necessary connexion with our preceding condi- 
tion in this life. 


i. Entire Freedom from the Sufferings and Adver- 
sities of this Present Earthly Life. 


This is often expressed in the Bible by words 
which denote rest, repose, refreshment, after per- 
forming labour and suffering affliction—e. g., 
GwEoLs, dwartavers, caBBariopos, (not inactivity, 
entire freedom from employment, or indolence ; 
vide s. 159;) vide 2 Thess. i. 7, ** God will give 
to you, who are troubled, avecww. Heb. iv. 9, 
11; Rey. xiv. 13, ** they rest from their labours,” 
where x07, like dabores, signifies molestix af- 
jiictions, and not employments. Cf. Morus, p. 
299, n.1. Cf. also Rev. vii. 17, «*God_shall 
wipe away all tears from their eyes.”’ 

This exemption from the evils of the pre- 
sent life includes, according to the New Testa- 
ment, 

(1) Deliverance from the earthly body, the 
seat of the lower principles of our nature and of 
our sinful corruption, and the cause of so many 
evils and sufferings, 2 Cor. v. 1,2; 1 Cor. xv. 
Vide s. 153. 

(2) Entire separation from the society of 
wicked and evil-disposed persons, who in vari- 
ous ways injure the righteous man, and embitter 
his life on earth; 2 Tim. iv. 18, fioerad Me Grd 
ravtog tpyou rovnpod, (i. e., men who do evil.) 
It is hence accounted as making a part of the 
felicity of Christ in heaven that he is there sepa- 
rated from sinners, (xexwprougvos,) Heb. vii. 26. 

(3) Everything here upon the earth is incon- 
stant, and subject to perpetual change; and in- 
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capable of satisfying our expectations and de- 
sires. Everything is vanny. Even the pleasures 
and joys of this life are of such a nature that 
they lead to satiety and disgust when they are 
long continued. Vides. 159. But in the world 
to come it will be different. The bliss of the 
saints will continue without interruption or 
change, without fear of termination, and without 
satiety ;—orépavos apsasros, GylavT0s, GuapavTos, 
a crown ever new and beautiful, in opposition to 
the fading crowns of earthly victors; 1 Pet. i. 
4; vy. 10; 2 Cor. iv. 16, 18; Luke, xx. 36; 
1 John, iii. 2, et passim. From hence it is also 
manifest that the joys of the pious in the future 
world will be capable of a constant increase, an 
ever-progressive enlargement. For everything 
uniform and stationary produces satiety and dis- 
gust. In the heavenly world, then, there will 
be no sameness and stagnant uniformity of joy. 

Note.—The question is here asked, whether 
the pious, in the future world, will be entirely 
delivered from natural depravity, or the prepon- 
derance of sense over reason? Whether their 
obedience to God, and their virtue, will be so 
entirely confirmed that they will be for ever free 
from all danger of sinning? If we would agree 
with the holy scriptures we must answer this 
question in the affirmative. The whole ana- 
logy of Christian doctrine implies that this will 
be so; and so clearly that it does not need any 
further proof. That the state of the saint in the 
future world will be one of secure and confirmed 
holiness may also be deduced incontrovertibly 
from the doctrine of the perfectionment and en- 
nobling of the body. The seat of carnal appe- 
tite and of sin is in the earthly and mortal body; 
and from this we shall then be freed, and shall 
possess, like Christ, a heavenly body, s. 77, 
and s. 153. According to 1 Cor. xv., our body 
will no more then be o&ua Joyixdv, but rvevua- 
tixdvs There is no need therefore of resorting 
to purgatory to explain how man may be here- 
after purged from hereditary depravity. The 
possibility of sinning will, however, still re- 
main, as it was with man in his original inno- 
cence, and as it is with the holy angels. Bus 
the blessed saints in heaven will not wish to sin; 
for the preponderance of sense will then be en- 
tirely removed; nor will they anyglonger meet 
with those external hindrances, those allure- 
ments to sin, which obstructed their piety here 
upon the earth. On the contrary, they will 
there have the strongest attractions and motives 
to piety, more enlarged views, good examples, 
&c. And these means are sufficient to confirm 
the saints in goodness, 


II. Continuance of the Happiness of *he Present 
Life. 


When the soul leaves the body it will retain 
the consciousness of whatever passed within it 
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while here upon the earth. It carries along with 
it, into the future world, the ideas, the know- 
ledge, the habits, which it possessed here. And 
so it takes also good and evil from this life into 
the next, as its own property, and there receives 
the fruit of it. It is therefore certain that a part 
of the heavenly blessedness will consist in the 
consciousness and recollection of the good en- 
joyed and performed in the foregoing life, and 
in that cheerfulness and peace of mind which 
will proceed from the thought of this. As to 
the wicked, the case will be reversed. ‘This, 
now, is one of the natural good consequences or 
rewards of virtue and piety ; and the opposite is 
one of the natural evil consequences or punish- 
ments of sin. Vides. 156, 157. 

From what has now been said, it follows of 
course that there will be @ difference of degree 
(diversitas graduum) in the happiness of saints 
in heaven. The happiness of all will be equally 
eternal, but not equally intense. The more good 
actions, such as are acceptable in the sight of 
God, one has performed, the nobler his virtues 
were, the greater the difficulties and hindrances 
which he had to overcome, the greater will be 
his reward. That this should be otherwise nei- 
ther the goodness nor justice of God permit us 
to believe. Thus, for example, two men, one 
uf whom had devoted his whole life to virtue 
and piety, while the other had put off reflection 
to a late period, and then first renounced his 
former sins, could not possibly be equal to each 
other in reward. Vide s. 127, I]. In short, 
the happiness of each individual will be exactly 
apportioned to his susceptibility of happiness. 
Great and various as may be his capacity or 
susceptibility for the enjoyment of happiness, 
just so great and various will his happiness 
certainly be hereafter. The very different ta- 
lents, powers, and knowledge of men, and the 
use they have made of them, also make a great 
difference as to the capacity for happiness. 

All this is perfectly accordant with the Chris- 
tian doctrine. Cf. the parables, Matt. xxv. 14, 
seq., and Luke, xix. 16—19; also 2 Cor. ix. 6, 
«she who soweth sparingly shall reap also spar- 
ingly ; and he who soweth bountifully shall reap 
also bountifully ;” coll. Gal. vi. 7; 1 Cor. iii. 
8, ‘every man shall receive his own reward, 
according to his own labour, (xara roy (dio 
xonov;) Rom. ii. 10, “*to him who worketh 
good, glory, honour, and peace, will be given, 
Tovdale mparov, (since from his greater know- 
ledge he could do more good,) xac “Eaanv,”” in 
opposition to the punishment spoken of ver. 9. 

This sentiment is not contrary to the de- 
elaration of Christ, the last shall he first, &c., 
Matt. xix. 30; xx. 1—16, the parable of the 
labourers in the vineyard. For all which Christ 
there says has respect to the mercenary question 


opposition to this, Christ teaches that men must 
not undertake to prescribe to God when and 
how he shall bestow rewards; in their dealings 
with him they must not insist upon recompence: 
for men have deserved no reward at the hand 
of God which they can claim as a right. They 
ought rather, conscious of their own unwor- 
thiness, to expect this reward, with humility 
and submission, only because God, of his mere 
good mercy, has promised it. Cf. Cotta, De 
Diversis Gradibus Glorie Beatorum; ‘l'ub. 
1773. 

Note 1.—The Christian doctrine requires of 
every one who desires to partake of eternai hap- 
piness that he should possess a humble and un- 
pretending spirit, and should be deeply con- 
vinced that he deserves nothing by his good 
deeds, and has not so merited ‘the rewards of 
the world to come that he can claim them as his 
right. ‘This disposition is finely represented in 
Matt. xxv. 37, seq., where Christ says, that the 
pious will be hereafter surprised to find them- 
selves so rewarded, as they will not be conscious 
of having done any thing to deserve such re- 
wards. On the contrary, the wicked, ver. 44, 
suppose they have done much good, but are not- 
withstanding sent away into the place of torment. 
Vide especially Luke, xiii. 26, seq. 

Wote 2.—According to the Christian doctrine, 
such actions only as flow from grateful love to 
God and Christ can be consistently rewarded, 
for these virtues only are recognised by scrip- 
ture as having any good desert. Hence in 
Matt. xxv. 35, 36, Christ himself specifies such 
deeds as are active proofs of faith in him, and 
of grateful love to him. Vides. 124, 125, re- 
specting good works. One who does good from 
impure motives has, as Christ says, already re- 
ceived his reward. 


Ill. Positive Rewards in the Future World. 


Besides being exempt from all earthly trials, 
and having a continuance of that happiness 
which we had begun to enjoy even here, we 
have good reason to expect hereafter other re- 
wards and joys, which stand in no natural or 
necessary connexion with the present life. For 
our entire felicity would be extremely defective 
and scanty, should it be confined merely to that 
which we carry with us from the present world, 
to that peace and joy of soul which result from 
reflecting on what we may have done which is 
good and pleasing in the sight of God; since 
even the best man will always discover great 
imperfections in all that he has done. Our feli- 
city would also be incomplete were we com- 
pelled to stop short with that meagre and ele- 
mentary knowledge which we take with us 
from this world,—that knowledge so broken up 
into fragments, and yielding so little fruit, and 


of Peter, What shall we receive in return? In\ which, poor as it is, many good men, from lack 
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of opportunity and without any fault on their 
part, never here acquire. Besides the natural 
rewards of goodness, there must, therefore, be 
others which are positive and depending on the 
will of the Supreme Legislator. 

On this point almost all philosophers are for 
the above reasons agreed, even those who will 
admit of no positive punishments in the world to 
come. But for want of accurate knowledge 
of the state of things in the future world, we 
ean say nothing definite and certain as to the 
nature of these positive rewards, Vide s. 159, 
I. In the doctrine of the New Testament, how- 
ever, positive rewards are considered most ob- 
viously as belonging to our future felicity, and 
as constituting a principal part of it. For it 
always represents the joys of heaven as result- 
ing strictly from the favour of God, and as being 
undeserved by those to whom they are given. 
Hence there must be something more added to 
the natural good consequences of our actions, 
something which cannot be considered as the 
necessary and natural consequences of the good 
actions we may have before performed. But 
on this subject, we know nothing more in gene- 
ral than this, that God will so appoint and order 
our circumstances, and make such arrange- 
ments, that the principal faculties of our souls— 
reason and affection, will be heightened and de- 
veloped, so that we shall continually obtain 
more pure and distinct knowledge of the truth, 
and make continual advances in holiness. 

The following particular remarks may be of 
some use in illustrating this subject :— 

(1) In this life God has very wisely allotted 
various capacities, powers, and talents, in dif- 
ferent ways and degrees, to different men, ac- 
cording to the various ends for which he designs 
them, and the business in which he employs 
them. Now there is not the Jeast reason to 
suppose that God will abolish this variety in 
the future world; it will rather continue there 
in all its extent. We must suppose, then, that 
there will be, even in the heavenly world, a di- 
versity of tastes, of labours, and employments, 
and that to one person this, to another that, field 
in the boundless kingdom of truth and of useful 
occupation will be assigned for his cultivation 
according to his peculiar powers, qualifications, 
and tastes. 

A presentiment of this truth is contained in 
the idea, which was widely diffused throughout 
the ancient world—viz., that the Manes will 
still prosecute, in the future life, the employ- 
ments to which they had been here accustomed. 
At least, such arrangements will doubtless be 
made by God in the future life, that each indivi- 
dual will there develop more and more the 
germs implanted within him by the hand of the 
Creator; and will be able, more fully than he 
even could here, to satisfy the wants of his 
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intellectual nature, and thus to make contsnuaf 
progress in the knowledge of everything worthy 
of being known, of which he could learn only 
the simplest elements in this world; and he 
will be able to do this in such a way that the 
increase of knowledge will not be detrimental 
to piety, as it often proves on earth, but rather 
promotive of it. To the sincere and ardent 
searcher after truth it is a rejoicing and consol- 
ing thought that he will be able hereafter to per- 
fect that knowledge which here has so many 
deficiencies. Vide 1 Cor. xiii. 9, seq. 

But there is danger here of going too far, and 
of falling into those strange conceptions of 
which we find so many examples in the writ- 
ings of Lavater. Various as the tastes and 
wants of men in the future world will doubtless 
be, they will still be in many respects different 
from what they are here; because the whole 
sphere of action, and the objects by which we 
shall there be surrounded, will be different. 
We shall there have a changed and more per- 
fect body, and by this single circumstance shall 
be freed at once from many of the wants and in- 
clinations which have their seat in the earthly 
body. And this will also contribute much to 
rectify, enlarge, and perfect our knowledge. 
Many things which seem to us very important 
and essential during this our state of infancy 
upon earth, will hereafter doubtless appear in a 
different light; we shall look upon them as tri- 
fles and children’s play, and employ ourselves 
in more important occupations, the utility and 
interest of which we may have never before 
thought of. 

Some theologians have supposed that the 
saints in heaven may be taught by immediate di- 
vine revelations (lumen gloriz) ; especially those 
who may enter the abodes of the olessed without 
knowledge, or with only a small measure of it, 
—e. g., children, and others who have died in 
an ignorance for which they themselves were 
not to blame. On this subject nothing is defi 
nitely taught in the scriptures; but both scrip- 
ture and reason warrant us in believing that 
provision will be made for all such persons in 
the future world. Vides, 126, IL. 

Note.—In the popular exhibition of the whole 
doctrine of future blessedness much prudence 
and caution are requisite; and the teacher must 
pay careful attention to the difference of educa- 
tion and intellectual culture among his hearers. 
This is particularly necessary with regard to the 
point introduced in the foregoing paragraph. 
The importance which the learned and educated 
man attaches to the culture of his znfellectua. 
powers, and to the increase of knowledge, may 
easily lead him into the mistake of insisting, 
even in his religious discourses, too much on 
the importance of this for every one, and of repre 
senting it as constituting a chief part of the 
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employments and joys of the future life. But the 
great mass of mankind have but little taste for 
this intellectual culture. They even associate 
with it the idea of severe labour and toil, be- 
cause thinking and learning are so difficult to 
them. It is the same as to the expectation of 
tncreased activity hereafter. This has no charm 
for the great mass of mankind, because their bo- 
dily labours are so oppressive. ‘They find more 
satisfaction in the idea of rest and refreshment, 
with regard to which, however, they should be 
taught that the rest of heaven is not a state of 
entire inactivity. Vides. 159. They prefer to 
hear of the cessation of all their pains, and the 
drying of all their tears. Cf. Rev. vii. 17, &c. 
It is therefore very necessary, in presenting this 
subject before popular assemblies, to have re- 
gard to the different wants, conceptions, and 
dispositions of men, and thus to imitate the ex- 
ample of Christ and the apostles. 

(2) A principal part of our future happiness 
will consist, according to the Christian doctrine, 
in the enlargement and correcting of our know- 
ledge respecting God, his nature, attributes, and 
works, and in the salutary application of this 
knowledge to our own moral benefit, to the in- 
crease of our faith, love, and obedience. There 
has been some controversy among theologians 
with regard to the vision of God, (visio Det in- 
tuitiva, or sensitiva, or beatifica, or comprehen- 
siva.) ‘The question is, whether the saints will 
hereafter behold God with the eyes of the glo- 
rified body, or only with the eyes of the mind— 
i. e., merely know him with the understanding. 
On this point there was dispute even in the an- 
cient Oriental. church among the Nestorians, 
some of whom advocated the bodily vision of 
God, and were on this account blamed by others. 
Even in the Latin church, too, there was con- 
troversy on this point among the schoolmen, 
and the different theological schools of the Rom- 
ish church. And this was transmitted to the 
protestant church of the seventeenth century ; 
since Museus, and other theologians of Jena, 
rejected the doctrine of the bodily vision of God, 
which was, on the other hand, advocated by the 
theologians of Wittemberg. 

But in the scriptures God is always repre- 
sented as a Being invisible by the bodily eye 
(déparov), as indeed every spirit is. Vide s. 19. 
The texts of scripture which speak of seeing 
God have been misunderstood; they signify, 
sometimes, the more distinet knowledge of God, 
as we speak of knowing by seeing, of seeing 
with the eyes of the mind ; so John, i. 18; ili. 23 
iv. 12, coll. v. 20; 1 Tim. vi. 16; and Paul 
uses Paémey and ywaoxew as synonymous, 
2 Cor, xiii. 12, 13, coll. v. 10.—Again, they 
express the idea of felicity, the enjoyment of 
God’s favour, the being thought worthy of his 

71 


561 


friendship, &c. Still more frequently are both 
of these meanings comprehended under the 
phrase to see God. The image is taken from 
oriental princes, to see whose faces, and to be 
in whose presence, was esteemed a great favour. 
Cf. Matt. v.8; Heb. xii. 14, « Without holi- 
ness ovders Operar tov Kiprov.”” The opposite 
of this is, to be :emoved from God and from his 
face. 

But Christ is always represented as one who 
will be personally visible by us, and whose per- 
sonal, familiar intercourse and guidance we 
shall enjoy. And herein Christ himself places 
a chief part of the joy of the saints, John, xiv., 
xvii., &c. And so the apostles often describe 
the blessedness of the pious, by the phrase being 
with Christ. To his guidance has God entrust- 
ed the human race, in heaven and on earth. 
And Paul says, 2 Cor. iv. 6, we see «the bright- 
ness of the divine glory in the face of Christ,” 
—he is ‘‘the visible representative of the invi- 
sible God,’ Col. i..15. Vide s. 120, respecting 
the office of Christ. 

(3) According to the representation contained 
in the holy scriptures, the saints will dwell to- 
gether in the future world, and form, as it were, 
a kingdom or state of God. Cf. Luke, xvi.; xx. 
38; Rom. viii. 10; Rev. vii. 9; Heb. xii. 23. 
They will there partake of a common felicity. 
Their enjoyment will doubtless be very much 
heightened by friendship, and by their confiding 
intercourse with each other. We must, how- 
ever, separate all earthly imperfection from our 
conceptions of this heavenly society. But that 
we shall there recognise our former friends, and 
shall be again associated with them, was uni- 
formly believed by all antiquity. Vides. 150, 
Il. 2. This idea was admitted as altogether 
rational, and as a consoling thought, by the 
most distinguished ancient philosophers. Cf. 
the speech of the dying Socrates, recorded by 
Plato, and translated by Cicero in his Tusculan 
Questions, i. 41. This too was the opinion of 
Cicero, as may be seen from his treatise, De Se- 
nectute, c. 23, and De Amicitia, c. 3, 4. 

And yet there have been Christians, and even 
teachers, calling themselves Christian teachers, 
who have blamed, and even ridiculed, other 
Christians for comforting themselves under the 
loss of those who were dear to them, by chee 
rishing the joyful hope of seeing them again, 
and renewing after death the friendship here 
formed. Even reason regards this as in a high 
degree probable; but to one who believes the 
holy scriptures it cannot be a matter of doubt or 
conjecture. For, 

(a) The scriptures assure us that we shall 
hereafter see Christ, and shall enjoy his personal 
intercourse and friendship. So John, xiv. 3, 
“I will take you to myself; where I am, there 
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shall ye be also.” Cf. 1 Pet.i. 8. According 
to John, xvii. 24, we shall be high witnesses 
and participators of his glory. 

(b) Paul says expressly, 1 Thess. iv. 17, that 
we shall be with Christ, in company with our 
friends who died before us (da obv awrovs) ; and 
this presupposes that we shall recognise them, 
and have intercourse with them, as with Christ 
himself. Paul advises that Christians should 
comfort themselves, under the loss of their 
friends, by considering that they are at home 
with the Lord, and that they shall be again 
united together. 

The objections made against this opinion are 
of no weight. Itis said, for example, that the 
body of the saints will be entirely changed, and 
cannot therefore be recognised. But it would 
need to be proved that this change is of such a 
nature as to make it impossible to recognise a 
person to be the same whom we before knew. 
And even were this allowed, it is not merely 
through the body that we can recognise each 
other. Even friends here upon the earth, who 
have never seen each other’s faces, disclose 
themselves by conversation and agreement of 
soul. Indeed, we can, even upon earth, through 
the instrumentality of others, become again ac- 
quainted with old friends whom we had forgot- 
ten. And why may not this be the case in the 
world to come? 

Again: itis objected that Christ himself says, 
Matt. xxii. 30, that the relation of persons con- 
nected by marriage will cease in the heavenly 
world. It is said, moreover, that the love which 
exists between husband and wife, and also be- 
tween parent and child, is rather of a bodily 
than a spiritual nature, and therefore will wholly 
cease when this gross earthly body is thrown 
off. 

Answer.—It is true, indeed, that this con- 
nexion and love, so far as it is founded in the 
distinction of sexes and in blood-relationship, 
will cease; there will be no wedlock, no sexual 
propensities, and no gross material bodies in 
the heavenly world. But friendship, in virtuous 
and pious minds, does not depend upon these 
circumstances, but rather upon conformity of 
intellectual tastes and dispositions. Whatever, 
therefore, is merely sensual and corporeal in 
love and friendship here upon the earth, will 
there fall away ; but whatever is spzritual, which 
is the essential and nobler part of friendship, 
will remain, and constitute a great part of the 
bliss of heaven. Cf. Less, De beatorum in 
celis Consortio, in his Opusc. Theol. p. ii., p. 
329, seq.; also Ribbeck’s Sermons on this sub- 
ject; and Engel’s little work, «« Wir werden 
uns wiedersehen.”’ Villaume, in his Inquiries 
vn some Psychological Questions, denies, in 
his second essay, (whether, in the future life, 
we shall remember the present,) that we shall 
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hereafter have any recollection of our lives on 
earth, because he regards memory as a bodily 
faculty, affected and often destroyed by bodily 
injuries. But here he mistakes the exercise of 
a power for the existence of the power itself. 
He also denies that friends will recognise each 
other in the life to come. 

Note—The question is asked, whether the 
pleasures pertaining to the body, and bodily 
employments, will continue in the life to come? 
There can be no hesitation, if we follow the 
scriptures, in answering both these questions in 
the affirmative. For what purpose will saints 
in the life to come have a body again, if it is 
not to be still the organ through which they will 
feel and act? It is therefore justly concluded 
that the pleasures and employments of heaven 
are not merely spiritual, but also bodily. Paul 
too says, according to the most natural interpre 
tation of the passage, Rom. viii. 18, seq., that 
all nature will be ennobled and beautified for 
the residence of the friends of God; and that 
they will dwell in a world which will minister 
pleasure to the refined senses of the spiritual 
body. 

But in what these corporeal pleasures and 
employments will consist cannot now be under- 
stood by us, because we know nothing of the 
nature of the future body, of its organs, or of the 
objects by which we shall then be surrounded. 
So much is certain, however, that these will be 
different from corporeal pleasures and employ- 
ments here upon the earth. This is clearly 
taught in the New Testament. E. g., Christ 
says, Matt. xxii. 20, that the saints, at the re- 
surrection, will be like the angels of God, (as we 
justly conceive of them;) “they will not mar- 
ry, nor be given in marriage,’’ because the end 
of marriage, the propagation of the race, will no 
longer exist. Nor will the glorified body be 
nourished and sustained by eating and drinking. 
Vide 1 Cor. xvi. 13; cf. s. 153. Hence it is 
obvious that Christ employed the phrase, fo szt 
down (at table) with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
which was common among his contemporaries, 
in a figurative sense. 

The following are some of the most important 
or most celebrated works on the life eternal, and 
the joys of the blessed above—viz., On the His- 
tory of this Doctrine, Burnet; also Cotta, in his 
‘Historia dogmatis de vita eterna.” Vide s. 
149, ad finem. This subject is treated doc- 
trinally and philosophically in Cotta’s «Theses 
Theol. de vita eterna.” Tubing. 1758. A 
poetical delineation of this doctrine may be seen 
in Lavater’s * Aussichten in die Ewigkeit.” In 
this work, while we find many very beautiful 
and happy thoughts and fine observations, we 
feel the want of just interpretation of scripture, 
and calm and unimpassioned investigation. He 
gives himself entirely to the wing of his bold 
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imagination, and treats the subject rather as a 
poet than a philosopher. A more strictly philo- 
sophical and theological investigation of this 
subject is found in the work of C. L. de Villette, 
Unterredungen tiber die Gliickseligkeit des zu- 
kunftigen Lebens, translated from the French 
into the German, and accompanied with a Pre- 
face, by Spalding. Berlin, 1766, 8vo. Cf. also 
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Carl Wilhelm Goldhammer’s Betrachtunger 
liber das zukiinftige Leben, u.s. w., 2 thl.; Leip- 
zig, 1791; a work written with warmth of feele 
ing and ina popular manner. The scriptural 
grounds of this doctrine are briefly and tho- 
roughly investigated by Storr, in his Comment. 
de beata Vita post Mortem, p. 75, tom. ii. of bia 
Opusc. Academica. 
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